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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 3, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CommMopiry SUBCOMMITTEE ON LivEsTOCK AND 
Freep GRAINS OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a. m., in room 
1310, New House Office Building, the Honorable W. R. Poage (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 
Present: Representatives Poage, Albert, Jennings, Matthews, Hill, 
Hoeven, and Harvey 
Also present: Representatives Cooley, Polk, Thompson, Watts, 
Hagen, Johnson, Bass, Dixon, Smith, Krueger, and Teague, of Cali- 
fornia. 
John Heimburger, counsel. 
Mr. Poage. The committe will come to order. I recognize Mr. 
Albert. 
Mr. Arpert. I ask unanimous consent to submit a resolution on 
behalf of the Oklahoma Cattlemen’s Association. 
Mr. Poace. Without objection, it will be included in the record. 
(Resolution No. 8 is as follows :) 


OKLAHOMA CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


RESOLUTION NO. 8. BEEF PROMOTION 


Whereas the livestock industry feels that promotion of its products is vital 
to its well-being ; and 

Whereas present provisions of the Packers and Stockyards Act do not permit 
voluntary checkoff at the market for financing such promotion programs: Be it 
therefore 

Resolved, That the Oklahoma Cattlemen’s Association go on record as endorsing 
Senate bill 646, amending the Packers and Stockyards Act, giving the Secretary 
of Agriculture authority to grant such permission. 

Adopted this 8th day of February 1957, in convention assembled. 

Adopted : 

J. K. Harey, President. 

Mr. Poacr. We are here this morning to consider the bills suggested 
to enable the livestock industry to carry on the program of meat 
promotion, 

This legislation would not be necessary were it not for the fact that 
livestock marketing is under the Packers and Stockyards Act, which 
prohibits any of the agencies operating in those yards from accepting 
or deducting any kind of contribution on the part of livestock people 
and that makes it impossible for the livestock industry to do for itself 
what the cotton industry and the dairy industry and others have done 
in behalf of their producers. 
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It is in an effort to try to achieve an opportunity to do those things 
that this legislation is brought in. There are several bills pending 
before the committee. Mr. Berry has a bill, Mr. Dixon has a bill, and 
the chairman has a bill. 

And then I understand, Mr. Butz, you will suggest an entire new 
approach to the problem. 

Mr. Butz. We are prepared to discuss one if the committee is ready 
to bring it up. 
(H. R. 3749, H. R. 5244, and H. R. 5872 are as follows:) 


[H. R. 3749, 85th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL Amending the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, to permit deductions for a 
self-help meat program 


Be it enacted by the Senate and Howse of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, is 
amended by inserting after section 317 the following new section to be designated 
as section 318: 

“Sec. 318. (a) Any marketing agency that handles the sale of any livestock 
on a posted market may, upon the request of an organization sponsored by the 
producers of the species of livestock so handled and which organization supports 
research into the problems concerning the meat derived from such species and 
which promotes the sale and consumption of such meat, and which has been 
approved by the Secretary of Agriculture for such research support and promo- 
tion in the State of origin of such livestock, deduct from the proceeds of such 
sale or sales, a reasonable and nondiscriminatory sum not to exceed 10 cents per 
head for cattle or calves, and not to exceed 5 cents per head for sheep or lambs, 
and not to exceed 5 cents per head for swine. 

The State of origin with respect to any such livestock shall be the State in 
which this movement to the posted market originated. 

“(b) In the event the shipper of such livestock objects to the deduction of 
such amounts from his account of sales, such shipper shall, within thirty days 
after receipt of the account of sales showing such deductions, request refunds 
of such amount or amounts so deducted—in which event the market agency that 
has made such deduction shall refund the amount or amounts so deducted to the 
shipper who has requested such refund. 

“(c) If no request for refund has been made within thirty days after the 
shipper has been delivered the account of sales showing such deduction, then the 
shipper is conclusively presumed to have agreed to such deduction, and the market 
agency that has made such deductions shall pay the amount so deducted to the 
producer sponsored organization described in subsection (a). 

“(d) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to pass on the qualifications 
of any agency or agencies that are suggested for approval as being the proper 
producer sponsored organization or organizations to support such research and 
conduct such promotional work: Provided, That approval shall not be given to 
more than one such organization with respect to each species of meat producing 
livestock originating in any one State. 

“(e) Each such agency or agencies as may be approved by the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall report annually to the Secretary of Agriculture on the collec- 
tion and use of funds coming into such agency under the terms of these afore- 
said provisions.” 


[H. R. 5244, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL Amending the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, to permit deductions for a 
self-help meat promotion program 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, 
is amended by inserting after section 317 the following new section to be desig- 
nated as section 318. 

“Sec. 318. (a) Any marketing agency that handles the sale of any livestock on 
posted market may, upon the request of an organization sponsored by the pro- 
ducers of the species of livestock so handled and which organization supports 
research into the problems concerning the meat derived from such species and 
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which promotes the sale and consumption of such meat on a nationwide basis, 
and which has been approved by the Secretary of Agriculture for such support 
of research and promotion of the sale of such livestock products, deduct from 
the proceeds of such sale or sales, a reasonable and nondiscriminatory sum not 
to exceed 10 cents per head for cattle or calves, and not to exceed 5 cents per 
head for sheep or lambs and not to exceed 5 cents per head for swine. 

“(b) In the event the shipper of such livestock objects to the deduction of 
such amouts from his account of sales, such shipper shall, within thirty days 
after receipt of the account of sales showing such deductions, request refunds of 
such amount or of amounts so deducted; in which the market agency that has 
made such deduction shall refund the amount or amounts so deducted to the 
shipper who has requested such refund. 

“(c) If no request for refund has been made within thirty days after the 
shipper has been delivered the account of sales showing such deduction, then the 
shipper is conclusively presumed to have agreed to such deduction and the market 
agency that has made such deduction shall pay the amount so deducted to the 
produced sponsored organization described in subsection (a). 

“(d) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to pass on the qualifications 
of and to designate not more than one producer sponsored agency in each State 
as being the proper producer sponsored organization or organizations to support 
such research and conduct such promotional work in such State or States and 
any agency so selected shall be authorized to cooperate with other like agencies 
in other States. 

“(e) Each such agency or agencies which may be approved by the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall report annually to the Secretary of Agriculture on the col- 
lection and use of funds coming into such agency under the terms of these afore- 
said provisions, and the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized at any time to 
withdraw designation of any such agency or to designate any such agency to act 
in other or additional States.” 


[H. R. 5872, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL Amending the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, to permit deductions for a 
self-help meat production program 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, 
is amended by inserting after section 317 the following new section to be desig- 
nated as section 318: 

“Sec. 318. (a) Any marketing agency that handles the sale of any livestock 
on a posted market may, upon the request of an organization sponsored by the 
producers of the species of livestock so handled and which organization supports 
research into the problems concerning the meat derived from such species and 
which promotes the sale and consumption of such meat, and which has been 
approved by the Secretary of Agriculture for such research support and pro- 
motion in the State of origin of such livestock, deduct from the proceeds of such 
sale or sales, a reasonable and nondiscriminatory sum not to exceed 10 cents per 
head for cattle or calves, and not to exceed 5 cents per head for sheep or lambs 
and not to exceed 5 cents per head for swine. 

The State of origin with respect to any such livestock shall be the State in 
which this movement to the posted market originated. 

“(b) In the event the shipper of such livestock objects to the deduction of 
such amounts from his account of sales, such shipper shall, within thirty days 
after the receipt of the account of sales showing such deductions, request re- 
funds of such amount or amounts so deducted ; in which event the market agency 
that has made such deductions shall refund the amount or amounts so deducted 
to the shipper who has requested such refund. 

“(e) If no request for refund has been made within thirty days after the 
shipper has been delivered the account of sales showing such deduction, then 
the shipper is conclusively presumed to have agreed to such deduction and the 
market agency that has made such deduction shall pay the amount so deducted 
to the producer sponsored organization described in subsection (a). 

“(d) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to pass on the qualifications 
of any agency or agencies that are suggested for approval as being the proper 
producer sponsored organization or organizations to support such research and 
conduct such promotional work: Provided, That approval shall not be given to 








4 SELF-HELP MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAM 


more than one such organization with respect to each species of meat producing 
livestock originating in any one State. 2 

“(e) Each such agency or agencies as may be approved by the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall report annually to the Secretary of Agriculture on the collection 
and use of funds coming into such agency under the terms of these aforesaid 
provisions.” 

Mr. Poacr. Probably we will save time by asking Mr. Butz, of the 
Department, to start out and give us an outline of the program and 
discuss what the Department has in mind. 

Therefore we will recognize you at this time, Mr. Butz. Glad to 


have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EARL L. BUTZ, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
AGRICULTURE; ACCOMPANIED BY NATHAN KOENIG, SPECIAL 
ASSISTANT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR, AGRICULTURAL MARKET- 
ING SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Burz. I have a statement that sets forth some of the principles 
that we think should be observed in a bill like this. 

Will it be satisfactory if I give the statement and then get into 
the discussion ? 

Mr. Poace. Very well. 

Mr. Burz. I appreciate this opportunity to appear at this hearing 
on H. R. 3749 and H. R. 5244, two bills which seek to amend the 
Packers and Stockyards Act to provide for a so-called self-help meat 
promotion program. 

Our common concern is the solution of problems confronting farm 
people and the promotion of a prosperous and healthy agriculture. 
The livestock and meat industry is, of course, a vital segment of our 
agriculture. It is tremendously important in our economy. 

There is livestock on almost all American farms and ranches, and 
meat animals account for more than one-half of the cash receipts from 
all farm marketings. Consumers spend an important part of their 
incomes for meat. In fact, meat is the largest item of the average 
family’s food expenditures, accounting for ‘about one-fourth of the 
family’s food budget. 

At the time this administration took office a substantial drop in 
cattle prices was in progress and cattle producers were in need of 
assistance. Cattle numbers were rapidly increasing and the drought 
situation was worsening. Among our earliest actions was to call 
together representatives of the entire livestock and meat nidisty - 
producers, feeders, retailers, processors, credit agencies, and so forth. 
to advise with us. 

Repeatedly the industry representatives have recommended that 
Government intervention be kept toa minimum. They have strongly 
expressed the belief that the type of Government aid which could best 
be used would be that which would help the industry work out its own 
problems. They have recommended coordinated and intensified mer- 
chandising promotion better to acquaint. consumers with the abundant 
supplies of me: it; supplemental purchases for special distribution 
outside of regular trade channels, both at home and abroad, during 
periods of abundant production; and other supporting actions which 
would aid in building industry confidence and morale. 
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Last year red-meat consumption totaled 165 pounds on the average 
for every man, woman, and child in the country. During the past. 5 
years beef consumption has increased 65 percent. Through the com- 
bined efforts of the Department and the livestock and meat industry 
these large meat supplies have been channeled into stomachs rather 
than into storage. 

We have endeavored to broaden consumer demand by encouraging 
more people to eat more meat. The Department has given full sup- 
port to promotional work with the plentiful foods program each 
month to the food trade, newspapers, and radio and television sta- 
tions. In addition, strong efforts have been made to expand and 
develop new outlets abroad for meat and other livestock products. 
All these activities have helped bring about a measure of stability to 
the livestock industry. 

The Department has also assisted the livestock industry in meet- 
ing problems that have been severely aggravated by drought. In our 
section 32 surplus removal programs we have bought large quantities 
of meat and meat products to help strengthen the mar ket by competi- 
tive purchases. We have encouraged producers to avoid unwise liqui- 
dation and unwise withholding of livestock. Our programs have been 
handled in full cooperation with all segments of the livestock and 
meat industry. 

The Department strongly encourages and assists industrywide pro- 
motional and merchandising programs and is in favor of cooperative 
action on the part of producers, market agencies, and processors for 
this purpose. However, the Dep: wrtment does not favor and industry 
fund-raising technique as proposed in H. R. 3749 and H. R. 5244 
which would require the Government intervention or arrangements 
involving the Government. 

We believe the Department should not be vested with responsibility 
in connection with the collection or expenditure of such funds. Pro- 
motional work is primarily the responsibility of the industry con- 
cerned, and any promotion program developed by the livestock indus- 
try should be industry supported and administered. 

The question of whether deductions should be made from proceeds 
of sale of livestock most appropriately should be decided by the live- 
stock producers themselves. The seller of livestock should have 
the right to decide, either individualy or through his organization, 
whether specific deductions may be made from net proceeds of sales. 
the proposed legislation would place the responsibility for making 
that decision upon the Secretary of Agriculture and the producer’s 
selling agent. 

The bills would set up an authorization procedure similar to that 
established by section 317 of the Packers and Stockyards Act for 
brand inspection agencies, whereby the 1 responsibility ‘for approving 
agencies to be financed by these deductions is placed with the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture. The bills do not, however, provide for registra- 
tion of the authorized organizations called for in section 317 of the 
Packers and Stockyards Act, nor do they establish a procedure for 
revocation of the authorization or registration in the event the organ- 
ization to conduct the promotion effort fails to continue to qualify 
as an organization meeting the requirements of that amendment. 
However, H. R. 5244 does provide for withdrawal of the authoriza- 
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tion and for amendment of the authorization to include other States. 
Due to the rather broad field covered by research and promotion, the 
general language used in the bills does not seem to set forth adequate 
standards or guides with respect to clarifying research and promo- 
tion programs. 

There is real danger that the research authorized by these bills 
would duplicate the “research not only of the Department of Agri- 
culture but also the State experiment stations. Moreover, the way 
is open for additional duplication in the research that would be done 
in the various States by authorized organizations with collected 
funds as provided by this legislation. There also is danger that 
authorized organizations will emphasize research rather than promo- 
tion. The Department of Agriculture and our State experiment sta- 
tions are well equipped to handle a wide 1 range of research that may 
be helpful to the livestock industry. There is no need for any dupli- 
cation such as would be possible through this legislation. In our 
opinion, any research that might be authorized should be strictly 
incidental to the promotional work, and we should make sure that 
whatever is prov ided for does not abrogate or duplicate the authori- 
ties and functions of the Department or the experiment stations in 
the field of research. 

The expenditure of funds collected is restricted by H. R. 3749 to 
one organization for each specie of livestock in the State in which the 
movement of the livestock to market originated. H. R. 5244 restricts 
authorized organizations to one in each State but permits such ap- 
oroved or ganizations to cooperate with other approved organizations 
in other States. It also provides that such research and promotion 
shall be on a nationwide basis. 

In the Department we have given close study to the provisions of 
both bills relating to the authorization of and payment of funds to 
one organization in a State. We do not believe that it is wise to estab- 
lish such a procedure by legislation. Conceivably this could result 
in there being a total of 48 authorized or ganizations collecting funds 
for livestock industry promotional and research work in the 48 
States. Even with a smaller number of such authorized organiza- 
tions, the effect would still be to fragmentize the promotional effort. 
Such fragmentation will do more harm than good for the livestock 
industry and should be avoided. As we all know, the market for 
meat is largely in States other than those in which the live animals 
are produc ed. This means that promotional work necessarily must 
be done on a basis that for the most part goes beyond State lines. 
This is the kind of work that is now being “carried on so effectively 
by the National Live Stock and Meat Board, for example, and any- 
thing done through legislation should not endanger that kind of 
program. 

The same type of national consumer promotional work, financed 
through industrywide contributions, is being done by suc hi organiza- 
tions as the Poultry and Egg National Board, American Dairy Asso- 
ciation, National Cotton Counc il, and the United Fresh Fruit and 
Vegetable Association. 

The bills could also result in placing the burden of financing the 
industry’s promotion program upon the producer selling through 
posted markets. Also, since the collection of the funds would be 
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voluntary on the part of the Commission agency, it does not assure 
that the deductions would be made by the agencies at al posted stock- 
vards, and hence the burden of financing such promotional work might 
be further restricted. Moreover, the bills do not specifically require 
authorized organizations to make uniform deductions from proceeds 
of sale of the large number of producers patronizing public markets 
which are not posted or from producers selling direct to feeders, 
slaughterers, processors, and so forth. 

In conclusion, any legislation providing for deductions as proposed 
in H. R. 8749 and H. R. 5244, would necessarily need to include eriteria 
and safeguards. This would automatically inject the long arm of 
Government into the promotional affairs of the livestock and meat 
industry. We do not believe any such arrangement will be in the long- 
time interest of the industry. 

Mr. Poacr. Mr. Butz, thank you very much. I do not want to 
engage in a long discussion at the moment but I wish you would turn 
to page 3. 

Either I misunderstood what you have said there, or these bills are 
different from what I understood them to mean, including the one 
I wrote myself. 

In paragraph 3 or next to the last paragraph, you say: 

The question of whether deductions should be made from proceeds of livestock 
most appropriately should be decided by the livestock producers themselves, 

And with that I fully agree. 

And then you say— 

The seller of livestock should have the right to decide, either individually or 
through his organization, whether specific deductions may be made from net 
proceeds of sale. 

You say that— 

The proposed legislation would place the responsibility for making that de- 
c1ision— 

as to whether the deduction was made or not— 

upon the Secretary of Agriculture and the producer's selling agent. 

I didn’t so understand. Certainly H. R. 5244 specifically author- 
izes the seller. It says: 

In the event the shipper of such livestock objects to the deduction of such 
amounts from his account of sales, such shipper shall, within 30 days after 
receipt of the account of sales showing such deductions, request refunds of 


such amount or of amounts so deducted; in which the marketing agency that 
has made such deduction shall refund the amount or amounts so deducted to 


the shipper who has requested such refund. 

It seems to me it does not make any difference whether he makes the 
payment, 

Mr. Burz. As I was saying, looking at H. R. 5244, on page 2, line 24, 
it Says: 

The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to pass on the qualifications of and 
to designate not more than one producer-sponsored agency in each State as 
being the proper prodncer-sponsored organization or organization to support 
such research and conduct such promotional works— 
and so on. 

Mr. Poace. That is right. 
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Mr. Butz. It is our feeling that this should mean that the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture should be in the position of designating the State 
agency. 

Mr. Poace. That is true. 

Mr. Butz. And the State agency in turn would make the deductions, 
presumably upon the 1 request of a producer-sponsored organization, 
and the individual producer himself in that case would have recourse 
only by requesting that the deduction be refunded to him in case he 
did not want to make the deduction. 

Mr. Poage. That is true. If he walked into the yard in the morn- 
ing, the moment he sells, and said, “I want my deduction refunded 
to me”, he gets a refund. 

Mr. Butz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poaae. So that for all practical purposes, he, the seller, not the 
Department of Agriculture, determines whether or not he pays the 
fee. 

The point I am making is that it seems to me that the bill is rather 
clear and I think Mr. Berry’s bill does the same thing. I think it 
specifically leaves to the option of the producer of the cattle or the 
hogs or other livestock rather than leaving it to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture as to whether or not the refund is made, whether or not ‘the 
deduction is made. That option is not left to the Secretary. 

It is what the agency shall be to administer the funds, after they 
have been collected, that clearly is within the power of the Secretary 
of Agriculture. 

Mr. Butz. I think our language was a bit confusing in that respect. 
You are right. This bill would place upon the Secretary of Agri- 
culture the responsibility for approving the State agency to ad- 
minister it 

Mr. Poace. That is right. 

Mr. Burz. In that respect. 

Mr. Poage. Although I understand there is a suggestion now that 
we adopt another policy. 

Mr. Butz. In that respect this would differ completely from the 
practice followed by the National Cotton Council, the Poultry and 
Egg National Board. 

Mr. Poace. That is right. This carries out more nearly the policy 
of the wool bill or the deductions that are made under the terms of the 
wool bill for promotion purposes. 

Mr. Burz. There is a bit of difference there because the deductions 
under the terms of the wool bill are deductions made from payments 
by the Government. 

Mr. Poacr. I know they are, but the money gets into a controlled 
operation, whereas the Cotton Council and the dairy folks are volun- 
tary contributions, and there is no Government regulation of it. 

I understand it has been suggested or was suggested in the Senate 
committee yesterday we should confine this legislation to simply re- 
moving any kind of governmental inter ference with the checkoff and 
that you probably would have no objection to that. 

Mr. Butz. That is right. 

Mr. Chairman, the Department would not object to that. The 
producers of livestock at the present time are in a peculiar position 
because of this particular section in the Packers and Stockyards Act 
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which directs that all of the proceeds from the sale of livestock must 
be returned to the producer except the cost of marketing, unless you 
have the prior consent of the producer to make deductions for other 
purposes than the cost of marketing. 

And that is why it is only the posted markets. In that respect 
livestock producers differ from producers of other farm commodities 
where there are no such prohibitions, legislativewise for producers of 
other types of farm commodities. 

Mr. Poace. Well now, you say the Department would not object to 
the kind of amendment you just suggested. Would the Department 
look with favor upon it. 

Mr. Burz. Well, you are asking me to commit the Department now, 
you understand. 

Mr. Poacr. I thought you were the best man to ask about the 
opinion of the Department. { Laughter. | 

Mr. Burz. I think the answer is “Yes.” 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you. 

Mr. Butz. I want to point out that there has to be certain safeguards 
in it, though. We would not look with favor on any legislation that 
would tend to fragment promotional efforts. 

Mr. Poacr. Would intend to what? 

Mr. Butz. Intend to fragmentize promotional efforts. I under- 
stand that there was circulating on the Senate side yesterday a mimeo- 
graphed sheet that would do just that. I have been informed that 
statements were made yesterday that the Department would not object 
to the wording in the sheet circulated on the Senate side yesterday. 
That is not true. 

For example, this has a paragraph in it that reads thusly: 

Provided, however, That in the event more than one such organization or asso- 
ciation requests that such deductions be made by the market agency then and in 
that event and if such deduction is made it shall be made for and on the request 
of the organization or association that is located in and represents the producers 
of that species of livestock in the State from which said livestock was shipped to 
the market at which such deduction is made. 

This would presumably set up—at least, pave the way to set up a 
number of State organizations not alone for livestock but for each 
species of livestock. 

[ think it is important that this committee always bear in mind that 
the market for meat and meat products is in the main in different 
States from the areas where they are produced. The promotional 
job is a national job and one that we cannot fragment too much. 

And I know when you advertise, you advertise a specific meat. 
When you pick up your Thursday evening paper and see the adver- 
tisements of the large grocery stores, advertising pork chops or beef 
roasts or whatever it may be, as producer-sponsored organizations, we 
should be careful that we do not let ourselves get to the point where 
we begin to dissipate our promotional resources by promoting one type 
of red meat at the expense of another, or by promoting the meat from 
a particular State as being superior to that from another State. 

It may or may not be, but from the national point of view, our job 
is to sell red meats. 

I was informed the other day, for example, of a statement made 
after one of the intensive promotional campaigns in one of the Mid- 
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western States where they had had a 10-day promotional campaigr. 
for a particular kind of meat, somebody reported that “during this 
week we nearly drove pork out of the retail counters in our city.” 

Well, if I am simply a beef producer that is O. K., but if I am 
interested in the welfare of the whole livestock industry in America 
there is no percentage in that. 

And I think that anything we provide for must not encourage that 
type of setup or that type of dissipation of our promotional function. 

Mr. Poagr. I fully agree with you. And it was for the very pur- 
pose of preventing or minimizing that sort of thing that the language 
is a little different in the bill I introduced from that introduced by 
Mr. Berry because I thought it at least tended to channel these funds 
more into a nationwide program than the original first draft of the 
bill did. 

Mr. Burz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poace. Because I think it is perfect folly to collect money 
from Mr. Thomson’s State of Wyoming, and spend it all in Wyoming 
because I do not think he has enough people there to eat all of the 
meat he produces. 

I think it would be ridiculous for the State of Texas, my own State, 
to attempt to collect money on all of the livestock there sold, and 
spend the money only for promoting the sale of beef in the State of 
Texas. 

People that eat this meat are in the Northeast—the people who eat 
this meat are in New York State, they are in New Jersey, they are in 
Massachusetts, they are in Michigan. And if we simply spend the 
money we collect in the State of origin we would still be right where 
we are, it seems to me, except that you would take a litle bit away 
from the producer. 

And we will have done nothing to solve the problem we want to 
solve. 

So I fully agree with you that it is of extreme importance that we 
carry this thing on by promoting the sale of meat where the people 
who eat itare. And I take it that you fear that with the organization 
of 48 different organizations that they might carry on their opera- 
tions—that whatever they took from the cowman would be used to 
pay for the operation of the State office and that they would then 
have to come back and ask for another checkoff to carry out the 
functions. 

Mr. Butz. I fear not alone the creation of 48 separate State or- 
ganizations but 48 kinds, because these bills provide for species. 

Your bill likewise mentions species. You get into a catalogization 
of a swine and a cattle and a sheep organization then. 

Mr. Poace. My bill did not, I believe, have that. 

Mr. Burz. I am reading from line 9 on page 1 of your bill. It says: 
And which organization supports research into the problems concerning the 
meat derived from such species and which promotes the sales and consumption 
of such meat 
which I presume refers to such species. 

Mr. Poace. Yes. But I think that section (c) limits that to one 
for each State, when it gets over to the top of page 3 there. 

I think we all agree that we ought to be careful whether this serves 
the purpose as we have in mind. And I am perfectly willing to go 
along with it being changed to improve it. “ 
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Are there any further questions of Mr. Butz? 

Mr. Drxon. I should like Mr. Butz to summarize the objections 
briefly and then tell us the way we can draw the legislation so that 
it will satisfy the Department. 

Mr. Butz. I think the principal objections we have to the legisla- 
tion here have been brought out already. That is, that we wi unt to 
keep the Government out of this and make it truly an industry pro- 
ducer sponsored and controlled program on a voluntary basis. 

The Government will be happy to cooperate in every possible 
way we can as we do now with the promotional efforts of, let us say, 
the Poultry and Egg National Board, the American Dairy Associa- 
tion, and some of those organizations. 

We do not control them. They are on a voluntary contribution 
basis. 

We think that we must be careful not to fragmentize the pro- 
motional efforts, either by species of livestock or by States. 

Our job is to increase meat consumption. 

Mr. Drxon. That is the second precaution. 

Mr. Burz. The third one, while I do not want to presume to speak 
for any particular agency, we must be careful that we do not do any- 
thing that will impair what we think is the rather effective work that 
has been done by the National Livestock and Meat Board which is 
broader than producer financed. It is partly producer financed. It is 
partly industry financed. 

I think there is some danger that if we pursue the avenues outlined 
here you may shift the entire cost of promoting on to the producer. 
Whereas, at the present time it is shared in the livestock and meat work 
both by produc er and processing agencies. 

I understand the manager of the Livestock and Meat Board is here 
to testify. I am informed that his budget runs roughly $1 million a 
year to be used for educational and promotional work, not direct ad- 

vertising. 

I am informed that the total cost of direct advertising to promote 
meat consumption in this country approximates $100 million per year. 
This is the advertising done by the processing industry, by the whole- 
sale and retail distributive trade. 

It is a very sizable amount. 

The impression is often abroad that we do not spend a sufficient 
amount to advertise meat products. I think there is a lot spent to ad- 
vertise meat products. Maybe we do not spend a sufficient amount to 
educate our people to the nutritive qualities of meat and opportunity 
to use meat more effectively in their diets. 

Mr. Dixon. I have another question. 

Mr. Butz. The point I want to make here is that we should be care- 
ful that we do not shift the entire cost of this effort to the producer. 

Mr. Drxon. Some of us would like you to detail the source of reve- 
nue for the Livestock and Meat Board. 

Mr. Butz. Dr. Dixon, I am not in a position to do that. I under- 
stand Mr. Neuman will follow later. Is that right? 

Mr. Poaae. Yes. 

Mr. Butz. And will you ask him that question ? 

Mr. Drxon. You have given the negative side on all three of these 
objections. How can we ‘draw up legislation that would achieve our 
purpose and not be objectionable on these three scores ? 


91840—37—_——2 
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Mr. Burz. For some 30 years, more or less, the Livestock and Meat 
Board has been in operation, supported partly by a system of volur- 
tary deductions from livestock marketed. 

Those deductions currently run in the neighborhood of 50 cents a 
car, I believe, with some graduation for different kinds of livestock. 

There is a statement, I underst: und, included in the bill of sale that 
goes back to the producer saying this deduction has been made for this 
purpose : 

If you object to it and you send a request in, the amount will be refunded to 
you. 

I am informed by the General Counsel in the Department of Agri- 
culture that that action in itself probably was originally in conflict 
with the language in the Packers and Stockyards Act. 

But because this has been done for 30 years and has been very widely 
accepted there has grown up what they call constructive consent for 
this thing, which somehow makes it legal, because it has been done and 
there is general assent for it. 

From our point of view, if legislation were passed which would re- 
move that prohibition from the act, it would be satisfactory to us. It 
would really legalize what, in fact, has been done for the Livestock 
and Meat Board for 30 years, and make any other group eligible for 
the same kind of deduction. 

Mr. Drxon. In other words, this legislation is needed to give secu- 
rity to the Livestock and Meat Board revenues ? 

Mr. Burz. I do not think that is necessarily true, because. our at 
torneys tell us that because this has been done for 30 years they have 
what they call constructive consent. Whatever that means in legal 
language. [lLaughter. | 

Mr. Drxon. I cannot understand that language either. 

Mr. Burz. Something like squatters’ rights. 

Mr. Drxon. These measures then would remove that doubt? 

Mr. Burz. That is right. And for any other organization. Then 
I think it would be completely up to the industry itself to decide how 
they want to handle this. 

Personally, I should dislike very much, as I think all of us in the 
Department of Agriculture, to see anything that would impair the 
fine educational job done by the Livestock and Meat Board. I did 
point out a moment ago at the present time because of the quirk in 
this legislation, the produc ers of livestock are prohibited now from 
doing ‘what, for example, the cotton producers can do or the dairy 
produce er can do, if they tried to do that. 

Mr. Dixon. Now with regard to the second objection about naming 
the agency that would manage the program. Am [I right in saying 
the Department wants to be free of that responsibility / ¢ Tf the 
Department wants nothing to do with it, just what agency would 
handle it? 

Mr. Burz. One of the points T tried to make is that the Depart 
ment should not. be involved in this. 

Mr. Dixon. You want to be free of the responsibility ? 

Mr. Butz. Yes, I think so, and it is up to the industry, just as it 
has been up to them before this. Up to this time the industry has 
decided on certain markets to make these contributions to the Live 
stock and Meat Board. They have been doing a very broad educa 
tional program. Their efforts are multiplied many, many times. 
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The educational material that they prepare is used many times in 
direct advertising and direct educational programs of food chains, of 
large stores. 

Answering your question specifically, it would be up to the indus- 
try, | think. I should hope they would continue to operate. 

Mr. Dixon. We would have an organization or council in charge? 

Mr. Burz. Well, I presume there would be no designation. I pre- 
sume the same way that the Cotton Act designates the National Cot- 
ton Council, and the dairy designates the American Dairy Associa- 
tion. I presume the same way. 

For 30 years the livestock industry has designated the Livestock 
and Meat board. 

Mr. Dixon. In other words, if the Department didn’t designate the 
agency the various segments of the industry would of necessity have 
to organize a council. 

Mr. Burz. They would have to get together, yes, sir. 

Mr. Dixon. That would designate it. 

Mr. Burz. Dr. Dixon, the reason we object to having the Depart- 
ment designate the agency is that the power of designation includes 
the power of control. 

And we feel thatt he Department should not control this operation. 
That promotion is properly a function of industry and not of Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. Dixon. Do you have any objection to the section of the bill 
which sets the amount of checkoff, 5 cents for hogs, 5 cents for sheep, 
and 10 cents for cattle / 

Mr. Burz. I think the bill said not to exceed, does it not? Did not 
the bill impose a maximum # 

Mr. Dixon. I think so, yes. 

Mr. Burz. I think frankly the 10 cents is rather high, that should 
not. be legislated. That should be left to negotiation. 

The 10 cents a head figure, in my personal opinion, is rather high 
because livestock marketing is a highly competitive thing. And live- 
stock markets operate on a highly competitive margin. 

If you impose an added cost of that magnitude on a particular 
market, maybe it will be sufficient to divert business to other markets. 

You will find people on that market who do not want to impose 
that additional cost. 

Mr. Drxon. You would prefer not to have any specific amount desig- 
nated ¢ 

Mr. Burz. I think it would be unwise to designate an amount. 

Mr. Drxon. You would not put a ceiling on the checkoff? 

Mr. Burz. I should think not. The ceiling tends to become the 
Hloor. 

Mr. Dixon. Do you think, Mr. Butz, that there is quite a possi- 
bility that we can work out a measure that will achieve this worthy 
purpose and also be quite satisfactory to the Department ? 

Mr. Burz. Yes. 

Mr. Drxon. Thank you. 

Mr. Poage. Thank you, Dr. Butz. 

Let me make this statement: I have been guilty of speaking more 


than anybody else. I am sure that I will continue to do so as we 
go along. 
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We have some ninety-odd people here who are scheduled and want 
to say something or to be introduced. And we have taken 45 min- 
utes with one. 

If we continue at that rate, we will be here, of course, until some 
time next fall after Congress adjourns. The only way we can pro- 
ceed and make as much speed as possible, is to try as best we can to 
keep our questions down. 

Again, I will —— ask more than anybody else. But we will 
all just try to be as brief as possible. I believe we have heard every- 
thing you have to say. 

Mr. Burz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poace. No one else in the Department wants to speak on this? 

Mr. Butz. No. 

Mr. Horven. In view of your testimony, I am wondering whether 
you would be willing to draft a proposed bill for the consideration 
of this subcommittee, incorporating your particular views? 

Mr. Butz. We will be glad to work with the committee if they 
desire us to. 

Mr. Hoeven. You are willing to work with the subcommittee ? 

Mr. Burz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poage. Thank you so much, Mr. Butz. 

Mr. Burz. Thank you. 

Mr. Poagr. Now, I think we had better start with some of the 
livestock people. 

Mr. Hoeven will introduce the next witness who will take charge 
of the introduction of a number of those who are interested. 

Mr. Hoeven. I am very happy to present Mr. Kenneth Fulk, of 
Clarinda, Iowa, who I understand has others with him who will 
either testify or file statements. 

Clarinda is not in my Congressional District but it is in the State 
of Iowa. And we are very happy and proud to have you here. 

Mr. Poacr. We will be glad to have you proceed, Mr. Full, and 
present those who are with you. 


STATEMENT OF KENNETH FULK, CLARINDA, IOWA 


Mr. Fuix. My name is Kenneth Fulk from Clarinda, Lowa. 

The thing is that we have many people here. We did not know 
we had to get them all on the list. And many of these have paid their 
expenses to come in here. And we thought. that at least we ought 
to get them introduced so they could be given an opportunity to 
file a statement. 

The first one on the list—and I think Mrs. Downey has passed the 
list. out—is Mr. J. C. Holbert. of Bettendorf, Iowa. He is a cattleman 
and farmer, and chairman of the National Livestock Promotion 
Board, and this board was organized in an effort of the national pro- 
ducers to organize the industry so we would be in shape to do some 
of these things we have been talking about here this morning. 

He also is chairman of the Iowa Livestock Counc il, which makes 
up all of our different groups in Iowa, and the dean of agriculture 
in our State and on our executive committee. 

Now, sir, I do not know the proper procedure. Do you want me 
to introduce these men now ? 
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Mr. Poace. I want you to handle it anyway you please—to handle 
it most informally. And do not be embarrassed at all with this com- 
mittee. If you wanted to make statements, all right: if you want to 
file statements, all right. We do not want to deny anybody the 
privilege of being heard here. 

Mr. Fux. We would like to be heard. We do not want to take up 
all of your time. If I can introduce these people and determine 
whether or not they will have something to file. 

Mr. Poace. We will be glad to have you do that. 

Mr. Fux. This is later on when they start to testify. 

Mr. Holbert, who is the chairman of the National Livestock Pro- 
motion Board, will be our first witness. 

Mr. Poace. You want him to testify? Why don’t you let him 
make the statement as you call him, and then go ahead. 

Mr. Fux. That will be fine. 


STATEMENT OF J. C. HOLBERT, BETTENDORF, IOWA, CATTLEMAN 
AND FARMER; CHAIRMAN OF NATIONAL LIVESTOCK PROMOTION 
BOARD; CHAIRMAN OF THE IOWA LIVESTOCK COUNCIL; AND 
PRESIDENT OF THE IOWA BEEF PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Horsert. Mr. Chairman, I am a farmer and cattleman and I 
raise sheep and I raise hogs. 

In the year 1947 to 1949 farmers received 49 cents out of every 
dollar that the consumer spent. Transportation, processors, and 
marketing agencies received 59 cents out of every dollar for their 
services; in 1955 farmers received 40 cents from each consumer dollar 
while transportation, processors, and marketing agencies received 60 
cents, thus giving the farmer a 9-cent drop from every dollar in 8 years. 

Coupled with this fact, we see the average income of individuals 
outside of agriculture increase while percentagewise the money spent 
for meat has decreased. 

The livestock farmers have shown the greatest drop in net income 
of any branch of agriculture. The proof of this statement 1s the 
Agriculture Outlook Report published by the Department of agri- 
culture in 1957, page 18, where they showed a net farm income for 
hogs and beef fattening farmers dropped 64 percent from 1947-49 
to 1955. 

With these conditions being felt by the livestock producers there 
was an urge to do something about it. Different organizations at all 
levels—State and national—attempted to organize and do something 
concerning the promotion of these products. 

On April 16, 1956, at Des Moines, lowa, representatives from 23 
States met and agreed to form a national committee made up from 
the 3 species of livestock: Cattle, hogs and sheep. 

I would like to present for the record, Mr. Chairman, the list of 
the men and the States represented and the program followed at that 
meeting. 

Mr. Poace. We will file that with the committee. 

Mr. Horgerr. I wish to file that. 

(The list will be found in the files of the committee. ) 

Mr. Hotserr. A temporary chairman was selected and the follow- 
ing groups: National Swine Growers Council, National Beef Coun- 








16 SELF-HELP MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAM 


cil, National Sheep Organizations, Corn Belt Feeders Association, 
American National C attlemen’s Association, lowa Beef Producer's 
Association, National Grange, American Farm Bureau Federation, 
National Farmers Union, and the National Livestock and Meat Board 
were requested to send representatives to a future meeting to see if an 
organization could be formed. This meeting was held at Ames, Iowa, 
on July 1 12, 1956, and the representatives present unanimously agr eed 
that they work together to develop a self-help program for research, 
education, and promotion of red meat. 

They unanimously agreed that there must be a uniform checkoff 
for each species and the amount desired specified by the representa- 
tive from each species. 

I also would like to file for the record the report of that meeting, 
the list of the men who attended, their organization and their 
resolution. 

Mr. Poace. We will file that with the committee. 

(The list will be found in the files of the committee. ) 

Mr. Hoxperr. It was pointed out, before our marketing agency at 
posted markets could legally make this deduction, we must get an 
amendment to the Packers and Stockyards Act, enacted in the year 
1921. 

We are here to request the amendment to this act. So we, as or 

ganized groups of livestock producers can go to our marketing 
age ncies and request them to make a deduction for us from the pro- 
ceeds of our livestock to be used by us to help ourselves know more 
about our markets and take a part in trying to merchandise what 
we have produced. 

We, the producers, don’t want to be put in.the position of asking 
our commission men to make a deduction from our own product in 
violation of the Packers and Stockyards Act. 

Now, as it will be pointed out later by other representatives of the 
livestock industry here, S. 646 is a voluntary action as the bill clearly 
states both on the part of the producers themselves and the market- 
ing agencies. 

Since I am a cattlefeeder, may I give you a simple ex: ae If I 
buy 100 head of feeder calves, weighing 400 pounds at 20 cents a 
pound, it would be $80 per head. 

I would finish these calves to high, choice, or prime and market 
them, weighing 1,200 pounds. 

Thus, manufacturing 800 pounds of beef in my feed lot at the 
price of protein and corn, it would cost me 20 cents a pound, or a 
total of $160. 

Adding my original cost of $80 per. head, I would have an invest- 
ment of $240 per head, or a total of $24,000, which I have invested 
in the business of producing. 

At the time of marketing we are proposing to make a collection of 
10 cents a head which would amount to $10 for the purpose of trying 
to do something to help merchandise a a 000 investment. 

It is just that simple and the $10 we are asking for is our $10 and 
not $10 from taxation from a oh hat laborer, or anyone else. 

We, the leaders of the livestock industry, who have been so long 
steeped in the idea of running our own business, that we want to 
continue to do so, by improving our financial position through a 
self-help program. 
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If this is not done then we will have to break ranks and let others 
who believe in market quotas, Government subsidies or even pos- 
sibly eventually organized boycotts on the part of the producer take 
over. 

The men who are here today representing the livestock industry are 
asking for your help to hold the line. 

The wording of this bill—the crossing of the T’s and the dotting of 
the I’s—doesn’t mean anything to us. But there are two points we 
want to preserve: 

1. We want to stand together as red meat producers, and 

2. This money that would be deducted from sale of our livestock 
we want governed by producers, and producers alone. 

I am very happy that the National Livestock and Meat Board is 
going to present a statement here. We livestock producers from Iowa 
have supported that for a good many years. 

In fact, if I may say so, with all due respect to my many col- 
leagues behind me, Iowa has paid about 20 percent, I think, as a 
total, of the National Livestock and Meat Board. 

And I am glad that they are here to present and show you what 
has been done with the 2-cent checkoff on cattle and three-fourths 
of a cent checkoff on hogs and sheep, I believe. 

I am glad they are here to present to you gentlemen what has 
been done with the checkoff from the livestock industry. 

And all we are asking is to expand that work and to do additional 
work with our own money. 

I thank you very much for your time. 

Mr. Poagr. We thank you very much, Mr. Holbert. 

Now, Mr. Fulk, I understand you are going to call a number of 
witnesses, none of whom are to testify at this time. 

Mr. Fuix. That is right. 

Mr. Poace. If anyone wants to file statement I suggest as you 
sall them and they stand. 

Mr. Fux. All right, sir. 

We want to read the list for this reason, because we had more here 
yesterday. And many of them—practically everybody is here at 
their own expense and many had to go home to get to work. 

Some of these might have to leave this afternoon. And some that 
left. yesterday have instructed some of these to file information for 
them. And a few of these I will read at first are men that will be 
available for further testimony. 

I will start with the list. 

Jim Nance, hog farmer from Alamo, Tenn. He is president. of 
the National Swine Growers Council, and he is also president of the 
Tennessee Livestock Growers Association, overall association there 
in Tennessee, and he is also president of the American Hampshire 
Swine Registry. 

You will have a statement to make? 

Mr. Nance. Yes. 

Mr. Poacr. Let me get this straight. Mr. Nance wants to make 
a statement? 

Mr. Fux. The first few that are named will want to make state- 
ments. 

Mr. Poace. Why not let them make the statements as we go along? 
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Mr. Fux. Very well. 

Mr. Poace. Let these gentlemen make such statements as they 
want to as they are presented. 

Mr. Furx. All right. We will do that. If I miss a few of them 
they can be called back in case you want them. 

Mr. Poace. Yes. 

Mr. Fuix. Edwin E. Marsh of Salt Lake City, Utah, to represent 
the National Wool Growers Association. You will have something 
to file? 

Mr. Marsu. A short statement. 

Mr. Poagr. Without objection you may do so. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Marsh is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF EDWIN E. MARSH, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NATIONAL WOOL GRow- 
ERS ASSOCIATION, SALT LAKE City, UTAH 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Edwin E. Marsh. 
I am executive secretary of the National Wool Growers Association, with head- 
quarters in Salt Lake City, Utah. Our organization has been the spokesman 
for the sheep producing industry of the United States for the past 92 years. 
Our members are grassroot growers of sheep, lamps and wool. Most of our 
membership is in the range area of the West and Texas where over 65 percent 
of the United States sheep population is found. 

The National Wool Growers Association, at its 92d annual meeting held 
January 21 to 24 this year, adopted the following resolution: 

“We recommend that Congress establish a uniform method of collecting funds 
for meat promotion embodying the following principles: 

“That each segment of the livestock industry determine its own program of 
advertising and promotion, including the amount of funds necessary ; 

“That individual producers shall have the right to request and receive a 
refund of any money collected. 

“It is the policy of the National Wool Growers Association that a definite 
proportion of funds collected shall be allocated to the National Live Stock and 
Meat Board.” 

Since the sheep industry of the entire country is now conducting an extensive 
lamb and wool advertising and promotion program through the American Sheep 
Producers Council, under section 708 of the National Wool Act of 1954, the 
question naturally arises as to our interest in securing the legislation described 
in the above resolution. 

As long as the National Wool Act and the promotion program made possible 
under section 708 of that act remain in existence, the sheep industry will prob- 
ably not elect to go into the promotion program which this proposed legislation 
will permit. Many sheep producers tell us the National Wool Act is proving to 
be the salvation of the sheep industry and one of its important features is an 
effective producer-financed promotion program. 

Although work under this lamb and wool promotion program was just initiated 
in January of 1956, members of our industry are convinced that it has been an 
important factor in the improved markets for their products. They do not want 
any legislation enacted at this time that would interfere with the current pro- 
gram, but they do wish to provide a source of funds to continue this valuable 
promotion program if the time should come when funds are not available from 
growers under provisions of the Wool Act. 

The legislation under consideration here today does provide such a source for 
promotion and research funds. If enacted, it will not duplicate collection of 
funds from sheepmen, but it is enabling legislation which will permit promotion 
deductions on sales at posted markets. 

An amendment to this legislation was submitted in the hearings before the 
Senate Agriculture subcommittee yesterday. We understand that this amend- 
ment overcomes objections to the legislation which have been raised by the De- 
partment of Agriculture. We have gone over this amendment and it is in line 
with the resolution which the National Wool Growers Association adopted at 
its convention and which I have read to you. Our organization, therefore, does 
endorse the legislation as amended, 
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We would like to point out that the strength and success of this legislation 
will depend on the effort put forth by the various livestock organizations in 
securing cooperation of marketing agencies in making these collections. The 
sheep producers have a promotion program under way and if this proposed 
program meets the wishes of the cattle and swine producers, then we will join 
in endorsing it. 

We firmly believe that in this age of advertising, the various segments of the 
livestock industry should be in a position to promote and advertise their products 
to the greatest extent possible. 


Mr. Fux. Mr. Johnson, a cattlefeeder and farmer of Elburn, Il., 
president of the Corn Belt Livestock Feeders Association, representing 
them. 

He will file a resolution to be included in the statement of the asso- 
ciation’s attorney, Mr. J. G. Montague. 

Then the next one is Don Magdanz, who will make a statement, 
if time permits. He is executive secretary-treasurer of the Corn Belt 
Livestock Feeders Association. 

Howard Wyman, Aurora, Ill., who will want to make a short state- 
ment for the National Lamb Feeders Association. 

Mark Knoop, cattlefeeder and livestock farmer, Troy, Ohio. He is 
regional vice president of the National Beef Council. He is on the 
board of directors of the National Livestock and Meat Board and he 
is past president of the Ohio Cattle Feeders Association. He has to 
gohome. He will file a statement to be included with that of Mr. J. G. 
Montague. 

Then Marion Steddom, hog farmer, of Granger, Iowa, president 
of the Iowa Swine Producers Association, and he is a director of the 
Iowa Livestock Council, and he is one of the agricultural delegates to 
Russia in 1955, and he is on the Iowa State C ollege advisory committee. 

He has had to go home and a statement will be filed for him. 

Forest Noel, auction market operator, cattle and sheepman, Lewis- 
ton, Mont. He is now vice president of the American National Auction 
Markets Association, and he is representing the Montana Stockgrow- 
ers Association, and a past president of it, also he is past president 
of the Montana Beef Council. 

He will make a statement. 

Jack Milburn, rancher, from Grass Range, Mont., vice president 
of the American National Cattlemen’s Association, and past presi- 
dent of the Montana Stockgrowers Association. 

He will make a statement later. 

(The following letter was submitted to the subcommittee :) 

MONTANA STOCKGROWERS ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Helena, Mont., March 28, 1957 


Mr. G. R. MILBurN, 
The Washington Hotel, Washington, D. C. 

Jack: As you well realize in Montana the demand for producer activity in 
beef promotion came from the producers themselves, not necessarily from leaders 
or organizations. For this reason it was possible to convince the Department 
of Agriculture that it was the overall desire of consignors to markets that the 
cooperation of market agencies be solicited to assist in collecting contributions 
in the amount of 5 cents per head for promotional purposes. 

The Montana Beef Council was organized in 1954 to serve as a one-purpose 
organization to handle these contributions rather than have any existing organ- 
ization attempt to act for all producers. Collections were established at all 
larger markets in the early fall of 1955 and have continued since that time. 
There have only been two official requests for refunds and in both instances 
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the amounts were small ($1 and $15) and occasioned by dissatisfaction in the 
sale rather than objection to contributing. 

Prior to coordinating of contributions through the Montana Beef Council, 4 
marketing agencies in Montana were collecting 2 cents for the National Livestock 
and Meat Board, 9 were collecting 1 cent per head and one making no collection. 
Since the Montana Beef Council has been active, it has been possible to send 
2 cents per head on all cattle, including calves, to the National Livestock and 
Meat Board in addition to 2 cents per head from contributions on direct country 
sales. 

The National Livestock and Meat Board has been sent $21,886.63 ; the National 
Beef Council $15,400; and the balance has been used for promotional and edu- 
eational work within Montana or is available for future financing where most 
effective. 

During this time additional collections for the National Livestock and Meat 
Board have been made from sales of Montana cattle at markets outside the 
State and some contributions from Montana packers. 

This is a more effective way of collecting contributions for the National Live- 
stock and Meat Board and eliminates the necessity of expending Meat Board 
funds to contact and secure cooperation from each individual marketing agency. 

It is believed to be a purely voluntary program for every collection is refund- 
able on request and if many requests are received, few market agencies would 
long continue the collection service. As long as consignors are willing to con- 
tribute, it can continue; if at any time they lose interest or object to the pro- 
cedure, it will stop automatically. 

Sincerely, 
RatepH Mrracte, Seerctary. 


Mr. Futx. Wilbur Plager, hog farmer, Blairsburg, Iowa, past presi- 
dent of the National Swine Growers Council, director of the National 
Livestock and Meat Board, and he is field representative of the Iowa 
Swine Producers Association and a member of the USDA Livestock 
Marketing and Research Committee. 

He will file a statement. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY WILBUR PLAGER, BLAIRSBURG, IOWA 


I am field secretary of the Iowa Swine Producer’s Association and on the 
executive committee of the National Swine Grower’s Council, also past president 
of the National Swine Grower’s Council. I am a director on the National Live- 
stock and Meat Board. We produce around 400 hogs per year on my farm— 
that is what I am representing here at my own expense. 

On behalf of the livestock producers, I wish to take this opportunity to thank 
you for the privilege of expressing some of their desires to do some things for 
themselves. 

I started farming in 1928. Many things have happened to livestock producers 
during this period of time—some pleasant, many not. In spite of the many up- 
hill battles the livestock producer has had he is one of the few in agriculture 
today who still believes in free enterprise, with the law of supply and demand 
as a basic part of his business. Livestock producers are producing a basic food 
for most meals which has proven very nutritious and health giving. Diets to- 
day call for more animal protein in order to make better nutrition a pleasant 
and enjoyable part of our eating habits. 

Livestock producers cannot remain rugged individualists much longer if not 
given some opportunity to help themselves. That is all we are asking for. I 
imagine it is unusual to have a group come to Washington, D. C., these days 
wanting to do something for themselves. I can assure you that we are. 

As a director on the National Livestock and Meat Board, I would like to dis- 
cuss its role in meat promotion. I believe the Meat Board has done a good job. 
However, a good job does not mean that everything has been done by any means. 
Some would try to make one believe this. The more I look, the more opportuni- 
ties I can see for meat. We have had generation after generation of girls 
graduating from school who do not know nearly enough about buying or pre- 
paring meats. Far more work needs to be done with hotels and restaurant 
trade. The Meat Board has barely scratched the surface. 
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Many things need to be done, such as quality improvement; marketing of live- 
stock in more uniform runs and weight; leveling markets; stronger livestock 
organizations; boar testing stations; on-the-farm testing, such as litter marking, 
weighing, probing ; also developing exports ; educational advertising and the part 
meat has to play in a better breakfast. These are just a few of the things that 
do not come under the realm of the National Livestock and Meat Board. These 
are strictly producer problems. 

I am enclosing some literature showing the work being done on quality im- 
provement through carcass study and meat certification programs. Developing 
better muscled boars will help improve quality of pork. Sow heards that have 
had litters marked for identification at farrowing time, weighed for rate of 
gain, probed for farback will help identify superior lines of breeding to speed 
up our quality program. Extension Service and swine associations can help 
lead the way in testing. Producers are the ones who will need to furnish tech- 
nicians, equipment, etc. 

The problem of marketing has only been scratched. 

Breakfast offers the best opportunity for swine producers to increase con- 
sumption of their product. 

Exports can help hog prices during times of distress in marketings. Some 
say this is wishful thinking. I don’t believe it. 

We have county swine associations in Iowa who are putting lard in the home 
economics classrooms where only a few knew that lard was shortening. 

Quality improvement is a producer problem—not the Meat Board’s. We 
realize this and want some of our own money to solve some of these problems 
such as the other segments of agriculture are allowed to do. We do not think 
that in asking for this privilege we are asking for anything unreasonable. The 
packer knows approximately what the percentage of bruises is in his slaughter— 
he buys his livestock accordingly. In other words, the producer is paying for 
bruises. How else could it be? Packers spent $50 million a year on brand 
advertising. This is good. I am quite sure, however, that most of the $50 
million was deducted from the price of livestock. 

Retailers also spent $50 million on advertising, strictly price. I wonder if 
this was not reflected back to livestock prices. 

What producers are asking for is only peanuts. However, it could make them 
feel like they are a part of the meats team. 

My observation of an agricultural producer is that when he becomes involved 
in selling, he becomes much more quality conscious. Success in the livestock 
business will result from the combination of all these things. During the past, 
our main emphasis in research has been on economy of production. Quality was 
very much ignored. We have produced ourselves into the poorhouse. 

Livestock producers are more interested in price than the packer or retailer 
ever will be. However, merchants and politicians were quite concerned with 
$10 hogs a little more than a year ago. Retailers and packers are concerned 
with price only to the point where it affects their volume. One can give most 
anything away. As a producer, I am interested in volume but at a little better 
price. 

As a livestock producer, I ask your support to the amendment to the Packer 
and Stock Yard Act to permit us to do the same things legally that other seg- 
ments are being permitted to do. Livestock producers are beginning to wonder 
how much longer they can remain in their role of rugged individualists. 

Mr. Fuux. J. C. Wetzler, cattlefeeder and rancher, Phoenix, Ariz. 
He is representing American National Cattlemen’s Association, Ari- 
zona Cattle Growers Association, and Arizona Cattlefeeders Asso- 
ciation. 

A statement will be filed for him. 

Mr. Fux. Louie P. Horrell, rancher, Globe, Ariz., American Na- 
tional Cattlemen’s Association and past president of the Arizona 
Cattle Growers Association. 

He is supporting the American National and will not have a 
statement to file. 

Robert W. Munyon, San Francisco, Calif. He was sent here by 
the following groups: California Beef Industry Council, California 
Cattlemen’s Association, California Cattle Feeders Association, Cali- 
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fornia Milk Producers Federation, Western Dairymen’s Association, 
California Wool Growers Association, California Pork Producers As- 
sociation, California Hereford Association, Pacific Coast Angus As- 
sociation, Western States Meat Packers Association. 

And since California has a lot of farm commodities and has a de- 
duction on lettuce and all of those things we feel he should be allowed 
to give testimony. 

Mr. E. D. Seldin, rancher and cattlefeeder, Kersey, Colo. 

He is representing the Colorado Cattlefeeders Association, Colo- 
rado Cattlemen’s Association, and he is director of the Colorado Beef 
Council. 

He will file a statement. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT E. D. SELDIN, Kersey, Coro. 


I am PB. D. Seldin from Kersey, Colo., representing the Colorado Cattle Feeders 
Association, also am a member of the Colorado Cattlemen’s Association, the 
American National Cattlemen’s Association, am a member of the board of direc- 
tors of the beef council and a member of the Colorado Farm Bureau. 

I raise cattle on the range, farm and fatten cattle in our own feed lots for 
market. Our entire operation depends on the price received for cattle. 

I believe with others in the industry that our existence depends on more effi- 
cient production, marketing and consumption of beef. 

To attain this end we must collectively promote our products at the retail level 
in consuming centers. This proration must be done with funds raised and de- 
ducted from the sale of livestock. 


Mr. Fuux. Mr. R. A. Burghart, rancher, Colorado Springs, Colo. 
He is president of the Colorado Beef Council and chairman of the 
board, Colorado Cattlemen’s Association. 


STATEMENT OF R. A. BURGHART, RANCHER, COLORADO SPRINGS, 
COLO.; PRESIDENT, COLORADO BEEF COUNCIL; CHAIRMAN OF 
THE BOARD, COLORADO CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Bureuarr. The Colorado Legislature passed a bill for the 
checkoff and I would like to file that. 
(The information is as follows:) 


List or Groups REPRESENTED IN THE CoLORADO BEEF COUNCIL AND PRESENT 
AT THE ORGANIZATION MEETING, May 14, 1956 


Stockyards, Denver 
CATTLE PRODUCING AND MARKETING GROUPS 


Colorado Cattlemen’s Association : 
R. B. Carruth, Fort Morgan 
R. A. Burghart, Colorado Springs, chairman, board of control 
J. G. Shoun, Canon City 
David G. Rice, Jr., Denver, executive secretary 
Golorado Cattle Feeders Association : 
Frank Hartman, Denver 
BE. D. Seldin, Kersey 
Colorado Cowbelles : 
Mrs. BP. D. Seldin, Kersey 
Mrs. R. A. Burghart, Colorado Springs, president 
Colorado Hereford Association: Mrs. Al Atchison, Colorado Springs, secretary 
Western Shorthorn Association : 
John Shuman, Deertrail, president 
R. H. Heckendorf, Littleon, vice presiden 
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Colorado Shorthorn Breeders Association: B. R. Hoyt, Denver 
Colorado Dairy Products Association: Ken Bowman, Denver 
Colorado Livestock Auction Association: 
M. E. Harthway, Sterling 
Paul Dillehay, Sterling, president Sterling Livestock Exchange 
B. J. Hartway, Sterling 
Denver Union Stock Yards: Charles Jennings, Denver, vice president and As- 
sistant manager. 
Denver Livestock Exchange: Howard K. Linger, Denver, executive secretary 


BEEF PROCESSING AND MERCHANDISING GROUPS 


Colorado Frozen Food Locker Association : 
Mrs. Evelyn MacCormack, Denver, secretary 
Charles O. Moser 
Colorado Retail Grocers and Meat Dealers Association: Mel N. Otto, Denver, 
secretary-treasurer 
ASSOCIATE MEMBERS 


Colorado Department of Agriculture: 
Albert Brown, Denver 
Ray Burke, chief, livestock division 
Colorado A, and M,. Extension Service: 
J.E. Morrison, Fort Collins 
Charles D. Story, Fort Collins 


Mr. Fuxx. Mr. Radford Hall. He is executive secretary of the 
American Cattlemen’s Association. 

He will file a statement. 

Mr. Fuux. L. Blaine Liljenquist, Washington, D. C., representing 
the Western Meat Packers Association. 

He will file a statement. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF L. BLAINE LILJENQUIST, WASHINGTON REPRESENTATIVE, WESTERN 
STATES MEAT PACKERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the Western States Meat Packers Association, 
representing 464 member companies, strongly endorses the legislation intro- 
duced by Congressman Poage, H. R. 5244, and Congressman Dixon, H. R. 5872, 
to permit deductions in posted markets for a self-help meat-promotion program. 

The proposed amendment to the Packers and Stockyards Act is essential to the 
success of the promotion program desired by the proponents of this legislation. 
Collections cannot be made in unposted markets unless they are also made in 
the posted yards. Competition would not allow collections in one category of 
markets if collections cannot be made in the other. 

We, therefore, urge your support of H. R. 5244 and H. R. 5872, with slight 
modifications as recommended by the livestock producers, to enable the livestock 
industry to adequately promote and advertise their products. 

The promotion program which will be made possible by the legislation under 
consideration today, will not diminish the need for or the importance of the 
National Livestock and Meat Board. It will supplement the Meat Board program 
with direct advertising, which we think is greatly needed if the demand for meat 
is to be maintained at a price level that will be profitable to livestock producers. 

The alternative to self-help programs of this type might eventually mean Gov- 
ernment subsidies and socialization of the livestock industry. Your vote for the 
Poage and Dixon bills, we believe, will help preserve our free-enterprise system. 


Mr. Fuik. Cushman Radibaugh, Orlando, Fla., Florida Cattle- 
men’s Association. 

He will not file a statement but will support the American National 
stand. 

Herbert A. Williams, livestock farmer, Sylvania, Ga., of the 
Georgia Livestock Association. 
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He had to go home and we will check and see if he has any state- 
ment that he left. 

H. Ivan Sadler, hog farmer, Fithian, Il., president of the Illinois 
Swine Herd Improvement Association and director of the Illinois 
Berkshire Association. 

He will file a statement. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF IVAN SADLER, FITHIAN, ILL. 


I am Ivan Sadler, of Fithian, Ill. I am president of the Illinois Swine Herd 
Improvement Association and a director of the Illinois Berkshire Association. 

We all know that the consumer wants quality pork and that fat pork cuts are 
hard to move even at giveaway prices. Research and experience have shown 
that the principal difference between the two is in the breeding of the animals. 

For instance, loin eye muscle measurements from hogs of similar weight 
range from as little as 2 inches up to a recorded 8-inch measurement. Four 
inches is considered good, and five exceptional. 

We need to develop more breeding stock that will meet today’s demand, then 
make it readily available to the commercial hog producers, so that the overall 
quality of the market run can be improved. 

In Illinois last year there were 11 boar-testing stations operating. In gen- 
eral the plan was to accept 1 boar and 1 barrow from a litter just weaned and 
feed them in separate pens until they reached market weight. The feed records 
would furnish efficiency of gain, and rate of gain could be figured. 

By slaughtering the barrow and evaluating the carcass, valuable data can 
be obtained on the desirability of that particular bloodline. These records 
were then used as a means of establishing the desirability of the boar as a 
herd sire. However, on the present scale, the boars thus tested represent only 
a fraction of 1 percent of the boars put in use last fall. 

If more funds were available the testing program should be expanded so that 
ultimately a tested boar is available to every hog farmer. 

We are not asking for any Federal funds or administrative help. We just 
want to help ourselves in the same manner as other agricultural groups. 


Mr. Furix. Lloyd Hanna, farmer, Farnesville, Ill., vice president, 
Illinois Land of Lincoln Purebred Livestock Breeders Association, 
past president, Illinois Angus Association, past secretary, Illinois 
Hampshire Association. 

He will file a statement. 

mn , . 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF LLOYD HANNA, FARNESVILLE, ILL. 


My name is Lloyd Hanna of Farnesville, Ill. I am vice president of the I)li- 
nois Land of Lincoln Purebred Livestock Breeders. Past president of the IIli- 
nois State Angus Association, and the Montgomery County Swine Improvement 
Association. I have also served on the board of the Illinois Swine Breeders. 

We, the livestock producers of this great land of America are working to 
improve, working to supply more abundantly this high-protein food known as 
Meat, to our neighbors at home and around the world, 

We are working with a product that is basic, that is not a synthetic, but is the 
original high-protein food that was put on the face of this earth when the world 
and man was created. There must have been a reason—our Creator makes no 
mistakes. 

History shows us that first step man took toward civilization was when he first 
started taming and raising animals. The first products traded among men were 
hides, skin, and wool. They ate the meat from these animals because there was 
a craving for this all important high protein food in their diet. Gentleman, 
if you believe there will be a tomorrow you must believe that craving for meat 
is an act put there by the One who makes sunshine and rain. It is obvious that 
meat was given to us to make a strong, healthy body. 

We remember the nations of 12,000 years ago, the Hebrews, the Egyptians, the 

Babylonians and the Romans, first for their great herds of livestoc k and second 
for their culture. 
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From our first packing plant in Springfield, Mass., built in 1641, the industry 
has grown by leaps and bounds. From the 1,500 processing plants, where 150,000 
are employed, 23 million pounds of meat is inspected daily. 

We the livestock industry are proud that we covld meet the emergencies of 
war. The smoke had hardly settled over Pearl Harbor when the Army Quarter- 
master Department placed an order for 1 million pounds of boneless meat, boxed 
for overseas shipment. Within 7% hours after this order had been received, 35 
carloads were loaded and rolling toward the Pacific embarkation port. We are 
grateful to the packing industry for this fine record. 

During the World War II, 131 billion pounds of meat were consumed by our 
Armed Forces, by our civilian population, and by the peoples of the United 
Nations. 

Why do I mention the origin, the history, and the growth of this meat industry? 
Because it has been the most sustaining food in our diet since the beginning 
of time. 

What happened when we doubled the meat in the diet of our Armed Forces, 
over that being consumed in civilian life? It gave us the strongest, most healthy, 
and courageous army any nation has ever known. Not until meat was removed 
from these diets in the prison camps of our enemies did these men crack under 
brainwashing. Meat is a brain food. It is vital to the health of our bodies and 
minds. 

If we are to safely handle the new energies that are now at our command 
they can only be handled safely by clear, well-trained minds, supported by a 
strong, physical body. Tests conducted by the National Livestock and Meat 
Board offer further proof of the importance of a higher meat diet. 

Research on carcass values, feed conversion, and selective breeding come 
slow and are expensive when dealing with livestock. The relationship of agri- 
cultural colleges and livestock men are good. Our extension livestock specialists 
and the various department heads of our agricultural colleges move about their 
respective States calling their livestock men by their first names. They pass 
verbal information as well as in bulletin form to these men. These men 
repeatedly tell us that their funds for research in these fields are inadequate. 

We are only seeking funds to increase this research which will produce a 
quality product to better feed our people and compete on the world market. For 
this research we are glad to take from our receipts of sales a sufficient amount to 
conduct this research and promotion of our own preducts. 

As to the handIng of these funds, we stand on the record of our forefathers 
and the leaders of this generation. Of the many breed and farm organizations, 
large and small, never has the integrity of these organizations been questioned. 
Never have they been pulled before a committee of State or national level nor 
have they ever been asked to appear in court and asked about their funds. 

Farmers in handling a trust, have a junior at his side in business, as well as 
in the field. Growing good honest citizens of strong bodies and clean minds is 
our first objective. We want to continue to support our families by marketing 
our grain through livestock. We are willing to pay for it from the sales of same. 

Mr. Poace. As Mr. Fulk calls your name, may I suggest that you 
rise, instead of waiting until he has called your name / 

Mr. Futx. I think that isa point well taken. 

Wallace Ware, farmer, Lanark, Ill., Illinois Livestock Feeders Asso- 
ciation. He had to go home. 

He supports the stand of the Corn Belt Feeders Association, 

Stanley Hurst, hog farmer, Manilla, Ind., executive committee, In- 
diana Swine Breeders and Commercial Hog Producers. 

He will have a statement to file. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF STANLEY Hurst, MANIELA, IND. 


The passage of the bills to permit deductions for cattle, sheep, and swine to 
further research and promotion of each segment of livestock in proportion of 
revenue collected would certainly help these segments of agriculture. 

Promotion of the swine industry of Indiana (and all States) should be done 
first by research to obtain a higher quality product and a much more efficient 
production of such. Much more effort is needed to improve the quality and effi- 
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ciency of pork production than a pork sales promotion through advertising. The 
swine industry certainly needs to improve its quality before trying to advertise 
an inferior product. A higher quality product would do much toward selling 
itself. 

Quality needs to be stressed to producers through publicity on meat-type hogs, 
carcass demonstrations and selling hogs on a quality basis. 

Swine testing stations, on-the-farm testing and marketing at proper weights 
would speed up quality progress which in reality means an increased educational 
program for producers. 

Disease research and control would increase efficiency for local producers and 
would also help open trade doors to foreign countries. No reduction of funds 
would or should be taken from the National Livestock and Meat Board. This 
organization has done an outstanding job with the red meats, and an increase 
of funds of said organization should reap greater rewards for beef, sheep, and 
swine. 

Indiana could reap great benefits from a swine testing station, meats labora- 
tory and disease research from funds collected from its own resources. 

The passage of these bills merely gives the right to our own organization to 
sponsor and finance itself in promotion and research which is certainly needed 
in establishing a stronger and more efficient industry. 

The “red meats” industry is only asking that restrictions be removed from it so 
that they may promote themselves the same way dairy, poultry, and other com- 
modity groups have been so successful doing. 


Mr. Futx. Bernard Collins, hog farmer, Clarion, Iowa, vice presi- 
dent of the Iowa Swine Producers Association, chairman of the Iowa 
Swine Testing Association, and director of the Wright County Iowa 
Swine Producers Association. 

He will have statements to file. 

(The statements and additional data are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF BERNARD COLLINS, CLARION, IOWA 


I am Bernard Collins of Clarion, Iowa; a farmer and a swine producer. I 
also serve as chairman of the board of directors of the Iowa Swine Testing 
Station, located near Ames. 

We in the swine-producing industry, are proud of the product we are capable 
of producing. A cut of pork from a good, meaty type hog will compete evenly 
with any kind of meat on the marketing counters ; however we realize that much 
of our finished product, pork, lacks quality and uniformity. It has often been 
accused, and justly so, of being too fat. 

Statistics, such as the figures showing the increase in per capita consumption 
of meats in the United States over the last 15 years, show that pork consump- 
tion has increased only 7 percent, where competing meats have increased in per 
‘apita consumption by as much as 88 percent. 

The living standards and eating habits of the American public have changed 
during the past 15 to 25 years. Where open cars and antiquated heating facilities 
required fats and fatty foods for body heat and energy, modern living condi- 
tions make this unnecessary today. 

To meet this change in consumer eating habits, we in the production end of 
the industry have to change the type of hog we are producing. 

This involves either a change in rations or a change by selection of breeding 
stock for the characteristics which we desire and need in our finished product— 
pork. 

As the majority of the hogs are raised in the midwestern corn-producing area, 
where we need a market for corn, then the logical solution is to change the type 
of hog produced by selection of breeding stock that will produce a meaty carcass 
on a corn and protein ration. 

The swine industry is fortunate in that heritability for fatness is 0.52, whereas 
growth rate and feed efficiency have a heritability of 0.24 and 0.26 respectively. 
In other words, we can correct for fatness twice as fast as the nearest other 
desirable trait by selection of breeding stock. 

There are many of the right kind of hogs in our existing breeds. The problem 
was to test and find these strains so they could be used as seed stock for quality 
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improvement program. It was with this premise in mind that the Iowa swine 
testing station was developed. 

As there was no money available for building a testing station, packers, stock- 
yards, and other interested parties were solicited, and $30,600 was raised for 
purchase of 3 acres of land near Ames, and construction of 102 confinement pens 
and other physical facilities for the testing of purebred and hybrid herds. 

The breeder submits 6 pigs, 4 boars and 2 barrows from 1 sire and 3 dams, to 
the station at from 380 to 50 pounds of weight. These pigs are split into 2 pens 
of 2 boars and 1 barrow each. They are put on test at 60 pounds of weight. 
They are self-fed a fattening ration to encourage the fatness tendency to express 
itself. The feed is weighed to learn their feed efficiency. At 200 pounds of 
weight, the pigs are taken off test. The days on test gives the growth rate 
factor. The amount of feed eaten gives the feed efficiency factor. The barrows 
are slaughtered for carcass data, such as length of carcass and percentage of 
lean cuts. 

The boars are probed alive for backfat thickness, which is a true indieator 
of carcass fatness. This is done by making a small incision in the skin in three 
designated places along the back. Then with a thin rule which, when pushed in 
the skin incision, will penetrate fat but not muscle, a measurement average of 
the amount of fatback the hog carries, can be obtained. 

The boars which fail to meet standards on growth rate, feed efficiency, and 
fatness are castrated. Those above standard are sold at public auction. 

We have just finished our first year of testing, and have tested 612 head in 
the two sessions, 408 of these being boars. 

At the 4 public auction sales of these tested boars, 223 head have sold at 
an average price of $168. There has been an estimated 6,000 people in attend- 
ance at these 4 sales. This lurge attendaice is un indication of the tremendous 
interest of swine producers, not only of Iowa, but of surrounding States in 
quality improvement programs. Boars were purchased by buyers from Iowa, 
Minnesota, Nebraska, Illinois, Indiana, and one boar was bought for a farm 
in Hawaii. 

This Iowa swine-testing station is run by a board of seven directors, appointed 
by the Iowa Swine Producers’ Association, with the technical assistance of 
Dr. Durham and Dr. Hazel of Iowa State College. The research material 
obtained is used by the college in their teaching and extension programs. 

It is a nonprofit organization with the breeders participating paying testing 
and sale costs. The success or failure of the station must be measured by the 
interest of the swine producers in entering hogs for testing and by the interest 
in purchasing the tested boars. 

The testing station, after only 1 year of operation, is the best known, most 
talked about, innovation in swine production history in Iowa. 

It points the way toward the production of a quality pork product. The 
commercial producer is outbidding the purebred producer in many cases for 
the tested stock. The purebred producer realizes this and is eager to 
participate. 

To meet the growing demand for testing facilities, the board of directors 
changed the regulations for the coming season, limiting each breeder to 1 pen of 
3 boars and 1 barrow. This enables us to test 102 herds in the State. On the 
closing entry day, the board of directors had 200 entries for the 102 pens available. 
Entries were drawn out of a hat, so we had many disappointed breeders. We need 
more facilities to meet the demand. 

We in the swine industry need this checkoff on livestock to enable us to build 
more testing stations. We need this quality improvement program to help us 
maintain our place on the American menu. 

It has been estimated by Dr. Durham, of Iowa State College, that 2 cents per 
hog marketed would build enough testing stations to test most of the boars used 
in the United States. 

This is a quality-improvement program that cannot be run by colleges, as there 
is financial gain or loss for the breeders participating. It has to be built and 
run by the swine producers themselves. This checkoff is an equitable way of 
financing swine producers’ own program. Livestock men aren’t asking for Gov- 
ernment handouts. They are asking for a chance to help themselves. An 
amendment to a discriminating law which puts them at a disadvantage in a very 
competitive field—food production. 


91840—-57——-3 
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SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF BERNARD COLLINS, VICE PRESIDENT, 
Iowa SWINE PRODUCERS, CLARION, IOWA 


I am Bernard Collins, of Clarion, Wright County, lowa, where I am a farmer 
and swine producer. I am a member of the Wright County Swine Producers, 
serving as a director on their board ; vice president of the lowa Swine Producers ; 
chairman of the Iowa Swine Testing Station; and a member of the lowa Live- 
stock Council. 

The statement has often been made that farmers are not interestd in contribut- 
ing to a fund for promotion of their product. 

The Livestock Council of Wright County did not believe this to be true, so when 
the members of the committee heard that the lowa Livestock Association wanted 
a survey of this type run, we volunteered our services. 

Although we, in Wright County, like to think it is the best county in the 
State, statistics do not bear this out. Wright County ranks 39th of 99 counties 
in swine sold and 54th in cattle sold, according to the 1954 Iowa Census of 
Agriculture. In reality, then, we are just slightly above average for the State 
in livestock production. 

At a meeting of the directors of the county beef, swine, sheep, and dairy asso- 
ciations, the checkoff proposal was explained and the directors unanimously 
passed a resolution favoring a checkoff on red meats and voted to carry out the 
survey to get the opinion of all farmers in the county. 

A farmer canvasser from each school district or 4-square-mile area was con 
tacted and asked to cooperate in making the survey. This made a total of about 
120 farmers who were interested enough to spend their time in canvassing their 
neighborhoods. 

Another meeting was held to inform those workers as to the purpose of the 
survey. The four county newspapers cooperated by explaining the proposal and 
purpose of the survey. 

The canvass was started on a Thrusday following the newspaper circula- 
tion and completed in 5 days. 

The survey proposal gave the farmer an opportunity to vote on one of three 
amounts for a basis of checkoff and an opportunity to vote no. The three 
vote proposals were (1) 5 cents per hundredweight on all livestock, (2) 25 
cents per head on hogs, and 5 cents per head on sheep or (3) 10 cents per head 
on cattle, 5 cents per head on hogs, and 2% cents per head on sheep. 

A total of 1,551 farmers were contacted. The latest figure I could find on 
producers of livestock in Wright County was the 1954 census figure of 1,703. 
Allowing for the current decline in farm operators, I believe that when the 
survey was run in 1956, we contacted 95 percent of the farmers in the county. 

Of the 1,551 farmers contacted, 2 percent were undecided or abstained from 
voting. 20 percent voted “No”, and 78 percent voted in favor of the check-off 
proposal. Of the 78 percent voting affirmatively, 17 percent voted on the 5 
cents per hundredweight checkoff; 20 percent voted for the 25 cents per head 
on cattle, 10 cents per head on hogs, and 5 cents per sheep proposal, and 41 
percent voted for the proposed amount of 10 cents per head on cattle, 5 cents 
per head on hogs, and 21% cents per head of sheep. 

Also on the questionnaire was a place for the farmer to list the number of 
each kind of livestock sold the previous year and the size of the farm operated. 

The questionnaire was also summarized according to the farm size and to 
the size of the livestock operation. I have enclosed this summary with my 
written testimony and it is available for vour inspection; however, the size of 
livestock operation or size of farm unit did not vary the opinion appreciably 
from the county total. 

In our Wright County survey, which we will have to admit is very much an 
average county and an average cross section of Iowa, we found that the farmer 
himself, when given an opportunity to express his opinion is very much in 
favor of an opportunity to finance his own self-help program. 

The dairy producers of our county, who have had their own checkoff pro- 
gram for several years, and know the benefits derived from such programs 
were among the best helpers in conducting the survey and the strongest advocates 
of self-help programs. 

An identical survey was run in Cass County in southern Iowa. Cass County 
is another average Iowa county, though stronger in cattle production and 
weaker in swine production than Wright County. Cass County interviewed 
1,069 farmers on this proposal, with the result that 79 percent of those inter- 
viewed, favored the checkoff proposal. 
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The only help these livestock producers want from the Government, is legis- 
lation to enable them to collect funds to promote their own product in this 
highly competitive field of meats production. 


Livestock checkoff survey, Wright County, Iowa, January 1956 
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Vote proposals 
{ 


Per head— | Per head Total 
5 cents 25 cents 10 cents Voted | number 
per cattle, | cattle, “No” of 
hundred- | 10 cents 5 cents | farms 
| weight | hogs, hogs, } 
5 cents 216 cents | 
sheep sheep | 
Percent Percent Percent Percent 
County total summary : J | 17 20 $1 20 1], 551 
Percent 
| of total 
| number 
Summary according to farm size: of farms 
Up to 150 acres , 21 | 7 43 19 | 19 
151 to 250 acres. .........-- 16 | 21 43 20 | 55 
Over 251 acres. _-... 17 29 40) 14 21 
Not tabulated because of insufficient 
information or not voting Sea isd 5 
Summary according to cattle number sold: | 
Up to 22 head.---_.-- 19 21 43 17 19 
23 to 50 head. “ 15 27 40 18 | 15 
51 and over 14 32 47 7 7 
Not tabulated because of insuflicient 
information or not voting 29 
Summary according to hogs number sold 
Up to 85 head 20) 15 {2 23 29 
86 to 200 head fe 7 24 $4 15 41 
201 and over. l4 28 44 14 | 14 
Not tabulated because of insufficient 
information or not voting : 16 
Summary according to sheep number sold 
Up to 30 head 18 23 40) 19 18 
31 to 200 head. 13 28 44 15 4 
201 and over 12 25 8 25 l 
Not tabulated because of insufficient 
information or not voting 77 
1 2 percent of total not voting or undecided. 
Survey conducted through the cooperation of Wright County Cattle Producers’ Association, Wright 


County Swine Producers’ Association, Wright County Sheep Producers’ Association, Wright County 
Dairy Interests’ Association, Wright County Farm Bureau Livestock Committee, Wright County Agri- 
cultural Extension Service. 


Mr. Furx. Mr. W. P. Tyrell, cattlefeeder and farmer, Belmond, 
Iowa; president, W viehi County Cattlefeeders Association; and di- 
rector, lowa Beef Producers Association, and Fred F. Schmidt, cattle 
feeder and farmer, Delmar, Iowa; director of the lowa Beef Pro- 
ducers Association. 

He has a statement that he will file. 


STATEMENT OF FRED F. SCHMIDT, CATTLE FEEDER AND FARMER, 
DELMAR, IOWA, DIRECTOR, IOWA BEEF PRODUCERS ASSOCIA- 
TION 


Mr. Scumipr. I am from Clinton County, Iowa. I don’t know 
whether you are familiar with it. We probably contributed more 
to the National Livestock and Meat Board than any county in any 
State in the Union. We wanted to have this checkoff. 

Mr. Furk. Keith Ek. Myers, Grundy Center, Iowa. 

Mr. Myers. I will file a statement for Ralph H. Cole, of Nebraska. 

(The statement by Mr. Cole is as follows :) 
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STATEMENT OF RALPH H. COLE, oF NEBRASKA 


Due to the low level of livestock prices during the closing months of 1955, there 
developed a keen interest in the possibilities of advertising and promotion of 
the sale of meat. Gov. Victor E. Anderson, of Nebraska, appointed a farm 
products study committee of 13 members, whose first assignment was to study 
the problem and make recommendations. 

A similar committee in lowa was already functioning, and Governors Anderson 
and Hoegh arranged a joint meeting of the two committees in Omaha in Febru- 
ary 1956 at which plans were made for cooperative action. It was suggested at 
this meeting that a poll be taken in each of two important livestock-producing 
counties in each State, to determine the reaction of livestock producers toward 
the voluntary deduction of a nominal amount from the proceeds of each head of 
livestock sold, for the purpose of advertising and promotion. The amounts sug- 
gested were 10 cents per head on cattle, 5 cents on hogs, and 5 cents on sheep. 

The results of the poll in Iowa were slightly over 80 percent in favor of the 
voluntary checkoff and in the Nebraska counties approximately 65 percent in 
favor of the checkoff. 

Following these activities two national meetings were held, one in Omaho and 
one in Des Moines, resulting in the formation of a group called the National 
Livestock Promotion Board. 

These meetings were attended by representatives of the National Beef Council, 
National Swine Council, National Sheep Council, National Livestock and Meat 
Board, and a number of feeder groups. 

The National Livestock Promotion Board has continued to work toward the 
development of a program which will enable livestock producers to join together 
in a common effort to advertise and promote the finished product—meat. The 
proposed legislation which you are considering here is an outgrowth of the 
work of this board. 

On February 15, 1957, Dr. Herrell DeGraff, Babcock professor of food economics 
at Cornell University, addressed the National Farm Institute at Des Moines, 
Jowa, on the subject “Methods of Expanding Demand—Market Promotion.” Dr. 
DeGraft's talk is a splendid analysis of the need for and the soundness of a pro- 
gram to advertise and promote meat. Dr. DeGraff’s address is attached for your 
information. 

There is also attached a copy of a program recommended by the Nebraska 
Farm Products Study Committee in May 1956. 





METHOpS OF EXPANDING DEMANDS—MARKET PROMOTION 


By Herrell DeGraff, Babcock Professor of Food Economics, Cornell University, 
presented at the National Farm Institute, Des Moines, Iowa, February 15, 1957 


A year ago last summer I was asked to discuss this topic at the annual meeting 
of the American Farii Economic Association. I do not know whether that had 
any bearing on the invitation to participate here today. What I said on that 
previous occasion represented all I knew then about the subject—if not, indeed, 
somewhat more. I have found little reason since to modify my views, and in 
consequence cannot do much more today than to repeat some of what I said then. 

We live in an economy that is much influenced and that has been much modified 
by sales promotion. As consumers in this economy we have been sold automo- 
biles—in endless new models—radio, television, numberless gadgets and services 
developed by people who are always dreaming up something new that they are 
sure all of us need. The offspring of their inventiveness have been sold to the 
rest of us to satisfy “wants” that we did not know we had. 

This process, however, points up a very important fact. It is that an expand- 
ing economic society, with rising productivity per person and rising levels of 
living, gues forward not on producing ever-increasing per capita supplies of 
traditional things. Rather, such a society, actually is characterized by the 
development and production of new goods and services designed to satisfy newly 
created wants. Basically this is what underlies the declining relative importance 
of agriculture in our increasingly industrialized society. 

In such a society salesmanship rises to eminence. The further any society 
ndvances beyond subsistence, the greater is its capacity (1) to divert productive 
resources to new products and new services; and (2) to indulge frivolous whims 
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in consumption. Certainly if we now were to look at ourselves with a good, 
puritanical conscience, we would have to conclude that a considerable part of our 
present American level of living is pure frivolity. That this is true is a tribute 
to salesmanship. 

Salesmanship is a dominant factor in creating demand. Much more than most 
of us would acknowledge, we are molded by salesmanship. We may pride our- 
selves on our capacity to sort out self-serving appeals to our pocketbooks. But 
we still fall for whomever peaks our curiosity, stimulates our imagination, and 
ends up creating a “want” in our minds where this particular “want” did not 
previously exist. 

1 do not mean that I consider myself and my fellow citizens to he economically 
irrational. The point is that human wants are insatiable—not for the essentials 
of life, but completely so for the frivolous things. 

In a market where consumer spending power is very limited—that is where 
all capacity to spend is absorbed by the essentials of living—little gain is to be 
expected from aggressive selling behind any product. But exactly the opposite 
is true in a society like our own, where the capacity for what we might call 
discretionary spending is very large. 

Over the years in this country, the essentials of living have required progres- 
sively less and less of our productive efforts. More frivolous things have cor- 
respondingly absorbed more and more of our total expenditures. Again let me 
emphasize that this is the kind of au environment in which salesmanship be- 
comes a primary economic function. 

In this kind of environment, advertising and merchandising—the sum of which 
is sales promotion—become an important part of selling. ‘They are salesmen’s 
tools. Their purpose is first, through advertising, to tell what is available, what 
are its characteristics and values, and why the prospective purchasers would tind 
satisfaction in the product. Second, if it is good sales promotion, it includes the 
merchandising activities carried on somewhat closer to the prospective pur- 
chaser, that follow up on the advertising and convert a mere interest into an 
actual sale. 

Advertising and merchandising have become notably useful sales tools in a 
market as large and diverse as that with which we have to deal in the United 
States. To reach this mass market, it is necessary to use mass selling media. 
Hiow else can anyone reach 170 million people spread over 3 million syuare miles, 

This does not mean that salesmen have been displaced. They still have the 
sales-clinching job todo. But their job is made easier by the rise of mass meth- 
ods of communicating with potential customers and stimulating their interest. 

Thus advertising and merchandising are successful tools only when used in a 
sequence, that follows all the way through from mere interest-getting to a com- 
pleted sale. They are tools in selling, but only tools. They do not automatically 
assure sales. They are useful because our market is so wide and diverse that 
primary personal contact is otherwise difficult to establish. They work because 
unlike the economic models of earlier theorists, the market is compesed of con- 
sumers whose knowledge is not perfect and whose demands are highly subject 
to influence. 

In such a market, aggressive selling may function so well as actually to affect 
the demand schedule of the public—in other words, to cause them to take more 
of a product or a service at a given price. Another goal of aggressive selling 
is to increase the elasticity of the demand for a product—resulting in a greater 
sales response whenever the price may be lowered. 

Through changing the charactertistics of demand, it becomes possible that 
competition in the market does not need to concentrate solely on price. Rather, 
at least in part, it can center on service and convenience, or on emotional appeals. 
or on doubtful propaganda, or—more desirably—on highly ethical efforts to edu- 
cate consumers toward product values. All these techniques are used in pro- 
motional efforts, because in one situation or another, each one has suecessfully 
boosted sales. All of them will continue to be used, because in this extremely 
competitive market in which we all operate no stone can be left unturned by 
the producer who would successfully appeal for consumers’ spending. 

No other national group at any time or place in history ever attained the 
level of purchasing power—and especially the capacity for discretionary spending 
(or alternative spending—the money that can go one way or another) that now 
rests with the American public. But that is only half the story. Among sellers 
the competition for this spending is equally great. It is the kind of market in 
which the producer who tells his sales story most effectively—and follows 
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through on his sales effort all the way to the actual consumer—is the one who 
gets the business. It is pointless to argue that people are gullible and often get 
less total satisfaction for their money than they might get. Desires (‘‘wants’’) 
are individual, and in our present economic society are more acquired than they 
are inherent. And both the desires and the satisfactions of them stem largely 
from selling. 

I do not think that food selling is essentially different from other products. 
Food is, of course, more necessary—far less frivolous and less luxurious 
than many other consumption goods. But this is much more true for the ag- 
gregate of all foods than it is of individual foods. In our highly diverse diet there 
is a great potential for substitution—and consequently, an equal potential for 
successful aggressive selling. In other words this is a setting in which the pro- 
ducers and processors of any one food can expand their market—at least rela- 
tive effective promotion. 

Someone might argue that the food market is so different from the market 
for many other products that it makes aggressive selling self-defeating when 
looked at from the point of view of all farmers and all food handlers. What 
one might gain, it could be argued, others would lose. Granting for the moment 
that this is true, I would argue that it is meaningless——or at most, an academic 
point. The aggregate of all farmers is meaningless—for the simple reason that 
agriculture is not one single business unit. It is about 2 million commercial 
farms—about 2 million business units—producing many different commodities. 
Commodities that may be substituted one for another are competitive—and 
the producers of each such commodity are striving to improve their own place 
in the market, to increase their own share of the consumer’s food dollar. And 
the same is just as true of food processors as it is uf food producers. As long 
as farms are specialized—and they are becoming more specialized instead of 
less—the economic facts of life will be more that different groups of farmers are 
strongly competitive than that all of agriculture is one big happy family, all 
with the same interests. The interests of different groups of farmers are not 
the same—they are competitive. And in this setting, aggressive selling serves 
their competitive interests. 

Next I would like to emphasize that the total market for food is expandable. 
More than a decade ago, Dr. H. BE. Babcock, lifetime farmer, educator, and agri- 
cultural statesman, very clearly and forcefully called attention to this fact. 
He refused to accept the 40-ounce capacity of the human stomach—even when 
multiplied by 170 million people (170 million such stomachs) as a measure of 
the market available to farmers. He recognized that however diligently we 
may try, we cannot expect to sell more pounds of food per day or per year to 
most individual American consumers. For as long as we have records—nearly 
50 years—the consumption of food per person in the United States has varied 
only slightly from an annual figure of 1,530 pounds. But still the 40-ounce size 
of the stomach is not the measure of our market. The reason is that the compo- 
sition of the American diet can be changed even though the pounds of food 
consumed per person cannot. 

American farmers need more market. They are getting this in part through 
the growth of our population. But rapid as the increase is compared to what 
it was a few years ago, it is not enough to give us the market we need. My 
interest in food promotion is to enable us to develop additional market. In 
order to do this we have to find out how, and on what, to concentrate our sales 
promotion in order to achieve the market expansion we need. 

The fundamental question is this. Can we expand the use of agricultural 
resources per capita, even if we cannot expand the pounds of food consumed 
per capita? That is, can we get each person (or a significant fraction) to con- 
sume the product of slightly more agricultural resources? I think we can—and 
the answer is an expanded per capita consumption of livestock products. 

The average pound of meat from our flocks and herds of livestock requires 
feed equal to between 7 and 8 pounds of corn. On an overall basis, the land 
area that would support 7 persons on a 100-percent plant-product diet would 
support only one person on a 100-percent animal-product diet. The total crop 
harvests of the United States would maintain at least 500 million people (3 
times our present population) on a wholly plant-product diet, and less than 70 
million (or only 40 percent of our present population) on a wholly animal- 
product diet. 

Apparently few people understand this power of livestock to convert and 
concentrate crops into much reduced quantities of more nutritious and more 
desirable foods. But this is one of the luxuries of life that the American people 
can abundantly afford—and we are not making quite as much use of this con- 
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verting and shrinking power as we might. We are said to be producing 4 or 5 
percent more per year than can be sold at reasonable prices. Another way of 
saying it is that each year we are producing at a rate that would be adequate 
for the population 2 years hence. In 1956 we produced enough for the prospec- 
tive population of 1958. In 1957 we are most likely to turn out enough for the 
population of 1959. What we need is the product of about 2 percent more agri- 
cultural resources consumed per person. How to get it is easy to state—it is 
about 2 percent more livestock products consumed per person—without a de- 
crease in prices received by producers. 

One great force we have working with us. It is that consumers themselves 

vant exactly the kind of improved diet we are talking about, and that would use 
a little more resources per person. Improvement in the American diet has ex- 
panded the market for United States farm production in the last 20 years much 
more than is generally realized. From 1988 to 1957 our population increased 
30 percent. What this has meant to our markets is obvious. The improvement 
in diet that we already have experienced, has not been as well understood. 

. From 1935-39 to 1956 per capita consumption of red meat increased 30.5 per- 
cent; eggs, 23.3 percent; and poultry meat 88.2 percent. 

An enormous quantity of additional feed—additional market for United States 
crop production—is represented by the much-expanded output of livestock prod- 
ucts which has provided both for the increase in population and these increases 
in per-capita consumption. The question is, how much? 

In this 20-year period, feed conversion efficiency has been improved in greater 
or lesser degree for each type of livestock. These improvements have been 
considered in calculating the quantities of feed used. 

In the 5 prewar years, 1935-39, the annual consumption of all feeds utilized 
in the production of beef, pork, poultry meat, and eggs was 213.5 billion pounds 
of corn equivalent. In 1956, the total was 365.3 billion pounds of corn equiva- 
lent—or an increase of 71 percent above prewar. 

In other words, the expanded market for farm crops represented by the 
increased consumption of meat and eggs per person was considerably more 
important than was the growth in population. 

Dr. Babcock was right—the market is not measured just by the number of 
stomachs, Instead, it is the number of stomachs adjusted either plus or minus 
for what we put into them. More persons—more stomachs—fed on plant prod- 
ucts might be a smaller market. More persons fed an even larger proportion 
of meat, eggs, and milk result in a much larger market. 

American consumers have bought their improved diet—these sharply increased 
quantities of meat and eggs—without anything like a corresponding decrease in 
the retail price of livestock products. What is the explanation? Is it nutrition 
education? Is it increasing recognition of the joy of good eating? Is it the result 
of the food promotion work that has been done by the food industries, such as 
the meat advertising of the American Meat Institute, and by producer groups, 
such as promotional work of the National Livestock and Meat Board, Poultry 
and Egg National Board, and the American Dairy Association. If anyone wants 
to concede effectiveness and given credit for the gains to such proportional work, 
then promotion already is a proven success. If anyone wants to go to the other 
extreme and withhold any credit from such efforts, then at the very least we 
lave consumers proven to be ready to go along with us toward our promotional 
goals—as proven by their own purchases in the market places. 

Fifty percent of the pounds of food in the average American diet are now 
livestock products. But it isn’t quite enough to give us the market we need. 
Two percent livestock products per capita would give us a balance between 
total farm production and total consumption. Three or 4 percent more would 
give us a significant lift to all farm prices. 

To attain either goal requires the stimulation of a further substitution of 
animal products for plant products. It means shifting demand schedules for 
livestock products so that larger quantities will be bought at a given price. 

Here, then, is the place to concentrate sales promotion that can really serve 
the needs of American farmers. I think the goal of a continuing expanded 
market for the full production of our farms and ranches can be achieved only 
by aggressive educational programs and sales promotion, concentrated on the 
products for which the market is most expansible—that means on the livestock 
products. 

A variety of appeals can be used for the larger share of Mrs. Homemaker’s 
dollar that we are trying to get. Health angles, the enjoyment of eating, and 
gracious living are potent appeals, but probably not the only ones. It is a large 
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and complex job that must be done—because Mrs. Homemaker is not easily 
moved when price is not the basis of appeal. 

Yet the competitive bidding for the consumer's dollar is so intense that agri- 
culture certainly cannot ignore it amid all the appeals for enticing but frivolous 
things. And it seems to me unnecessarily fatalistic to gain sales only through 
price declines. 

One of the first lessons taught me by the first sales manager I ever worked 
under was that anyone can give things away, but it takes work, and imagination, 
and aggressive promotion to really sell. That lesson was learned in the 1930's. 
It applies equally in any competitive market—and agriculture has the most 
competitive market it has ever seen yet. The promise for the future is only 
that it will be more competitive still. In this kind of market you will or you sink. 


A NATIONAL PROGRAM TO ADVERTISE AND PROMOTE MEAT 


Suggestions and recommendations of the Nebraska Farm Products Study 
Committee in session at the Hotel Cornhusker, Lincoln, Neb., April 24, 1956 


The States of Iowa and Nebraska have worked very closely in the effort to 
develop a nationwide program to advertise meat, supported by voluntary con- 
tributions of producers. In this undertaking they have had the support and 
close cooperation of existing livestock agencies. 

The National Beef Council, the National Swine Council, the National Sheep 
Council, State and regional feeder organizations, and others have cooperated 
fully toward the common objective of restoring the livestock industry to a prof- 
itable basis. All these groups are working together closely in developing plans 
for, and in the conduct of, the Meat Promotion Conference to be held at the 
Kirkwood Hotel in Des Moines, Iowa, on Thursday, April 26. 

Certain basic principles have evolved during the months of study, discussion, 
and factfinding devoted to this program. They include the following: 

(1) The program should be voluntary. 
(2) It should be financed by producers. 
(3) It should be controlled by producers. 
(4) Funds should be expended in accordance with their source. That 
is: 
(a) Money raised from sale of cattle should, in the main, be used to 
advertise and promote beef. 
(b) Money raised from sale of hogs should be used mainly to promote 
pork. 
(c) Money raised from sale of sheep products should be used mainly 
to promote mutton and lamb. 

Development of the program on a working basis involves the working out of 
a number of problems. This process will take time and will require much effort 
and patience. It will require a certain amount of compromising, of “give and 
take,” before we come out with a final program which will be sound, efficient, 
effective, and fair to all the participating groups. 

It has seemed to the Nebraska group that the most important job in the de- 
velopment of the entire program is that of evolving a sound, efficient, dependable 
organization to handle the funds and administer the program. 

There has been suggested the formation of a National Livestock Council. This 
suggestion appears to have merit. There are a number of ways in which such 
a council might be formed. One approach would be to authorize 1 swine rep- 
resentative from each of the top 20 (or 25) hog-producing States, and 1 cattle 
representative from each of the top 20 (or 25) cattle-producing States, these 
representatives to constitute the board of directors of the National Livestock 
Council. Appropriate representation should also be provided for sheep pro- 
ducers when they decide to participate in the program. 

If desired to give representation to the States with less volume of livestock 
production, some method of grouped representation might be worked out. 

It seems advisable, also, to give direct representation on the board to the 
National Beef Council and the National Swine Council. It is suggested that 
five directors at large be chosen by each of these two organizations to serve as 
a part of the board of directors of the National Livestock Council. Further 
representation of livestock feeder associations may also be provided, as well as 
appropriate representation of the national sheep and wool organizations. 
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The accompanying chart provides for an executive board, to be chosen from 
the board of directors from its own membership, the number to be held to work- 
able size, forming an executive group of 7, 9, or 11. 

A further means of attaining close integration of these important agencies into 
the overall program is embodied in the following suggestion: namely, that 
the Beef Council, the Swine Council, the feeder organizations, and the national 
sheep organization, each create an advisory committee to function solely on the 
meat promotion program. These advisory committees would have free access to 
the executive board of the National Livestock Council, and would confer with 
the latter body at any time it is in regular session. 

It might be further provided in the bylaws that the membership of the execu- 
tive board of the National Meat Council should be formed as nearly as possible 
in accordance with the importance on a value basis of each species of live- 
stock. 

This system of representation would provide each group with the necessary 
safeguards to insure fairness to its constituency. The best assurance of ade- 
quate control, sound administration, wise use of funds, and effective results 
from every dollar expended lies in the selection of an executive board composed 
of high-type, capable, public-spirited producers—men who are not interested 
either in a job, political advancement, or financial gain from the program—but 
who are willing to give of their time and effort to this undertaking for one 
fundamental reason. That reason is that they believe in it and are convinced 
that its successful operation will result in great benefit to the livestock pro- 
ducers of this country. 

We have seen some men of this character in operation over the past 2 or 3 
years, men who have devoted almost their entire time to the development of 
livestock producer organizations—without receiving any salary and, at the 
same time, paying their own expenses. We have seen other men devoting their 
time and effort, on the same public-spirited basis, to the improvement of quality 
in hogs, cattle. and sheep. as well as to many other activities which redound to 
the benefit of the livestock industry and to agriculture as a whole. They are the 
type of men who believe that merely because a job has never been done before 
is not a valid reason why it cannot be done now. 

In a very real sense, the success of this program hinges upon the kind of job 
we do of placing its control in the hands of men of the character just described. 
The board of directors and, more especially, the executive board, will make or 
break this program. It lies within their power to make this program a living, 
pulsating, dynamic undertaking. 

Certain other specific provisions must be written into the constitution and 
bylaws as safeguards to existing agencies. The National Livestock and Meat 
Board should, at the outset, receive a written guaranty assuring them of as 
much financial support as they now receive, and preferably 2 or 3 times as much, 
if they desire it and are in a position to use it. It would seem much sounder, 
however, to place this on a basis of dollar amounts (within certain limits), than 
to place the amount on a basis of percentage of funds collected. 

Likewise, adequate funds for the National Beef Council, National Swine 
Council, and the national sheep organization should be provided for in the by- 
laws of the National Meat Council, for these worthy groups have definite and 
important functions to perform. Specific, definite provisions can be made in a 
manner which will assure these groups of continued activity and expansion in 
line with their needs and contributions to their respective constituency and to 
the livestock industry as a whole. 

In like manner, adequate provision can and should be made for the operating 
of the State programs—cattle associations, swine producers’ associations, and 
sheep producer groups. in such overall activities as are necessary to maintain 
producer interest at a high level, provide for an expanding educational program 
among producers along the lines of quality improvement, production planning, 
marketing practices, management, and other factors designed to assist producers 
in improving their own position, and contributing to the common good. 

It seems appropriate to repeat again that the key to the success of this entire 
program lies in the effectiveness with which we staff the executive board with 
a small group of capable, high-type men, whose ability and integrity are un- 
questioned, and in whom we as producer members have absolute confidence. 

With this type of men in control, we submit to you that it is not sound to tie 
their hands with close restrictions as to administration of the program and, par- 
ticularly, as to the allocation of funds. In fact, because of our meager infor- 
mation and in the absence of studies of the problems involved, we are not at 
this time in position to even suggest a wise allocation of funds. Would it not, 
therefore, be better to give considerable latitude and freedom of action to that 
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Mr. Fuix. George M. Strayer, Hudson, Iowa. He is executive 
vice president and secretary-treasurer, American Soybean Association. 

Mr. Poace. Who is left in Iowa to plant the crop, may I ask? 
{ Laughter. ] 

Mr. Furx. He will be here. He may want to testify for just a 
minute. 

J. M. Clark, Calhoun, Ky., president of the Kentucky Purebred 
Livestock Association. 

I know he has a statement to file. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF J. M. Crark, CALHOUN, Ky., PRESIDENT, KENTUCKY PUREBRED 
LIVESTOCK ASSOCIATION 
The Kentucky Purebred Livestock Association, comprising approximately 


2,500 paid farmer members producing improved livestock and vitally interested 


in the expanded production and improved marketing of quality meat, endorses 
in principle the aims of the proposed legislation to permit a self-help, farmer- 
financed research and promotion program for meat—one of Kentucky’s most 
important farm products. 

It is our thought that it would not be practical to allot funds to each species 
in each State. We feel that funds should be sent to a national organization, 
such as the National Livestock and Meat Board, comprised of representatives 
of all segments of the livestock industry. 

In any event, we feel that such a plan must be voluntary, and that livestock 
producers should be permitted to raise funds to promote and encourage increased 
use and appreciation of their products, as producers of other farm commodities 
are already enabled to do. 

Mr. Fuix. Robert Sanders, from Lousiana. I think he had to go 
home. 

J. R. Ferguson, extension specialist, College Park, Md., secretary, 
Maryland Swine Producers Association, extension specialist, Univer- 
sity of Maryland, secretary-treasurer, Maryland Stockmen’s Associa- 
tion, and director, Maryland Sheep Breeders Association. 

He may want to file a statement. 

Amos R. Meyer, College Park, Md. He is director, Maryland 
Swine Producers Association, executive secretary. Maryland Beef 
Cattle Producers Association, director, Eastern National Livestock 
and Spring Hog Show. 

He may want to file a statement. 

A. E. Holtforth, farmer, Fenton, Mich. He is president, Michigan 
Livestock Improvement Association, director of the Michigan Swine 
Breeders Association, director of the Chester White Association, and 
chairman of the Livingston County Farm Bureau Livestock Com- 
mittee. 

He may file a statement. 

William Palmer, hog farmer, Parma, Mich., Michigan Livestock 
Improvement Association, Michigan Swine Breeders Association, 
and Michigan Yorkshire Breeders Association. 

He will file a statement. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM PALMER, PARMA, MICH. 


I am William Palmer of Parma, Mich. I have been sent here to Washington 
by the Michigan Livestock Improvement Association, a group which represents 
the three classes of livestock ; namely, beef, sheep, and swine 
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I want to emphasize the fact that I am here representing no lobby group or 
pressure group, but an organization of some 1,000 dirt farmers of Michigan who 
are dedicated to do whatever we can to promote and improve our products. 

I myself, own and operate 360 acres, producing cattle, sheep, and swine, and 
my sole income is derived from the farm. At our annual meeting held the 
first of this month, the organization went on record unanimously supporting 
the Senate bill 646 and the House bill 3749, which will make it possible for 
farmers to participate in the self-help livestock and meat promotion program. 

In requesting the passage of this bill in question, all we are asking from you 
gentlemen is to give us permission to help ourselves. When you think of it, 
it actually seems rather queer that a group of citizens who have had it pretty 
tough for the past few years, who have gotten together and decided to spend 
some of their own money to help remedy their own troubles, should have to get 
permission to do so. From what I have read and heard of the groups that have 
been coming down here for the past several years, you must admit at least, that 
we are novel. 

If this bill should be passed, and a checkoff system were to be put into effect, 
there would be money available to the various States, and I imagine the first 
thought that would come to your mind would be, what would we do with it. 
After going over the many uses this money could be used for, the Michigan 
Livestock Improvement Association decided that I should pick just one to dis- 
cuss; namely, Disease Control in Swine. I might have had some influence in 
their decision as I had just purchased 100 head of feeder pigs that developed 
necro, and within 10 days 21 of them were dead and several stunted so badly 
that they will never show a profit. I bring this personal experience into the 
picture as this is just one of the many ways this money could be spent, and that 
is for a supervised and inspected feeder pig sale. We in Michigan are all for 
just such a program, but the funds to promote and maintain it are lacking. 

The second point that we felt should be emphasized, is the elimination of the 
use of live hog cholera virus. This would also take money to promote. In 
Michigan we have what we call a health certification program, which is promoted 
by the Michigan Swine Breeders Association. There is no doubt in my mind 
that this program is one of the most effective ways in existence to spread 
healthy breeding stock throughout the country, because a buyer is almost 
guaranteed a healthy animal when he buys from a herd that is “health certi- 
tied.” While this program has been in existeuce for 2 years, and we have some 
300 members in the Michigan Swine Breeders Association, there are to date only 
eight herds participating, and the only reason that more breeders are not taking 
part in it is the cost involved. 


Here would be an ideal place to use some of this 
money. 


The fourth program that we felt would be valuable to undertake if we had 
the necessary funds, would be county swine days, stressing the teaching of sani- 
tary practices and the prevention of swine diseases. Dr, Van Hauweling of the 
Agricultural Research Service of the USDA has said that embargoes alone 
placed against American pork products because of hog diseases in this country 
cut our potential pork market in half. (Hog cholera and VE alone.) This 
statement alone, is enough to make any hog farmer say, “If we could only do 
something about this by using our own money to save our sick industry.” 

We are here only to ask you to grant us permission to help ourselves. 


Mr. Furx. Reese Van Vranken, cattle feeder, Climax, Mich., 
Michigan Cattle Feeders, and Michigan Cattle Breeders Association, 

He is here and will file a statement. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF REESE VAN VRANKEN, FarMeR, CLIMAX, MicH. 


I represent the Michigan Livestock Inprovement Association, Michigan Swine 
Growers Association, Michigan Cattle Feeders Association, and the Michigan 
Cattle Breeders Association. We endorse the amendment to the Packers and 
Stockyards aet permitting automatic voluntary deduction for research, promotion 
and marketing of red meat. 


At our last annual Michigan State Farm Bureau convention, the delegates 
at that time endorsed the above. 


REESE VAN VRANKEN. 
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Mr. Futx. Harlan Hanks, hog farmer, Winnebago, Minn., Minne- 
sota Swine Producers Association, Minnesota Yorkshire Association. 

He will file a statement. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HARLAN HANKS, WINNEBAGO, MINN. 


I am representing the Minnesota Swine Producers Association, a very active 
organization, which has been in existence for many, many years for the ex- 
pressed purpose of promoting the swine industry in any way possible. 

We have had many ideas and noble ambitions, but have been unable in many 
instances to make them materialize because of lack of funds. The funds are 
available, if we but had some organized means of collecting them. We are not 
asking for any tax money or any Government financial assistance. We are 
only asking that the laws be such as to legalize the collecting and spending of 
money in our own industry. 


At the last annual membership meeting of our State Association held in 
January 1957, a resolution passed in favor of the 5-cent checkoff on swine. 
At various meetings of swine producers held over the State, polls have been 
taken on the checkoff. The results have been about 95 percent in favor of it. 

Agriculture, as are most other industries is highly competitive. The swine 
producers are competing for their fair share of the consumers’ food dollar. It 
is necessary that we have funds available to advertise, promote, and to conduct 
research, 

In the last few years there has been a radical change in the demands of the 
consumer as to pork products. In order to retain our market, we must preduce 
a hog with a maximum of lean meat, and a minimum of lard, and of course to be 
profitable to the producer he must have the ability to convert feed into meat 
efficiently and rapidly. 

There is a very urgent need for swine testing stations throughout the Corn 
Belt. A few States have them, but many more are needed to locate the hogs that 
have the desired inherent ability. 

We have been working on this in Minnesota for about 2 years, but as yet have 
found no means of financing the initial cost. They could be self-sustaining after 
they are once set up. 

Many other segments of agriculture have means of collecting funds from 
their producers to be used for advertising and promotion. I am convinced that 


the swine producers must have these funds to compete for our share of the con- 
sumers’ food dollar. 


Minnesota Swine Producers sincerely urge your consideration of this self- 
help program for our industry. 

Mr. Fux. J. M. Garner, hog farmer, 
Missouri Swine Growers Association, 
White Record Association. 

He will file a statement. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


Mendon, Mo., past president, 
and vice president, Chester 


STATEMENT OF J. M. GARNER, MENDON, Mo. 


Iam J. M. Garner of Mendon, Mo., pure-bred swine breeder, feeder and livestock 
auctioneer. I not only produce the hogs and cattle but the feed to feed them. I 
am at present a director and vice president of the Chester White Record Asso- 
ciation. I am a past president of the Missouri Swine Growers Association and 
“ame here to represent that organization. It is composed of breeders of all 
breeds of hogs and commercial feeders. We are the boys who carry the feed 
bucket and if there is a better hog produced we are the ones who will do it. 

Missouri ranks fourth in swine production and I think first in the sale of feeder 
pigs. In order to keep step with every other line of industry we need money to 
improve and promote the swine industry. This amendment No. H. R. 3749 would 
make it possible to raise money for the benefit of all phases of the livestock 
industry. 

I have explained the proposed amendment to many just everyday farmers and 
they are 100 percent for it. They like the idea of everyone contributing to the 
industry he is engaged in in an equitable manner. 
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There has been a lot said about what the money will be spent for. In my 
State we plan to use a part of it for research. While Missouri stands forth in 
the production of swine we are far behind in research. 

We need boar-testing stations to aid in producing a better meat-type hog. A 
great deal should be used in the educational field. Farming is not a very attrac- 
tive field for the youth of today and not many stay on the farm in my area. They 
are vital to the welfare of agriculture and certainly the welfare of agriculture is 
vital to our Nation. 

The thing I like about this amendment, S. 646, is that the stockmen foot the 
bill themselves and are not under any obligation to any other group or the Govern- 
ment. In this age when it seems to be the aim of everyone to try to get something 
for nothing, I think we livestock men have come up with a fine idea to let everyone 
pay his fair share to promote his own industry. 

I, too, am at present a member of the Farm Bureau and have been for a good 


many years and I am not very happy about the stand they are taking on this 
issue. 


Mr. Furx. Noel Hardy, rancher, Wolf Creek, Mont., director, 
Montana State Farm Bureau. 

He may file a statement. 

Mr. Furtx. Mrs. Ashby Hardy, housewife, Wolf Creek, Mont., 
Montana Beef Council. She has a statement to file. 

She happens to be Mr. Hardy’s wife. We didn’t put it on there. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. Noe. Harpy, WoLtr CREEK, MONT. 


I am Mrs. Noel Hardy, a cattle rancher’s wife of Wolf Creek, Mont. For the 
past 3 years, I have been privileged to serve on the Montana Beef Council as 
educational director and have followed the proposed program since its birth. I 
am also a Farm Bureau member who has gathered in memberships on the basis 
of the Polyanna pipeline principle that allegedly exists in the American Farm 
Bureau Federation from producer unit to State to national policies. 

We in the Montana livestock industry are caught at the crossroads of our 
industry. We have had a most successful beef council in Montana but realize 
we have to have other organized States that are allowed the freedom of choice 
in order to implement a national advertising program to create increased buyer 
consumption in our larger consumer areas. 

It is incomprehensible that in lieu of the resolution supporting the National 
Beef Council passed by the Montana Farm Bureau memberships for several 
successive years, and the resolution passed in Miami by the 48 States in the 
American Farm Bureau Federation and, which you gentlemen have before you, 
that the leaders of the American Farm Bureau Federation and their paid staff 
members, would attempt to close the door on an industrywide effort by livestock 
producers to allow themselves to compete on the industrial market for their 
share of the consumer’s dollar. We have been subjected to a good many glutted 
price results in our industry lately which stem in part from the Department of 
Agriculture recommendations in recent years and the innocuous sympathetic 
banalities uttered by Mr. Benson to salvage our feelings, but neglect the problems 
of our livelihood. 

In this session, I would like to impress upon you Senators who are making the 
laws that will depict the forthcoming nature of our economy, that we are 
perhaps the only group in Washington that is not asking for a hunk of the 
mightiest haywagon in history. We are asking you to support an effort in 
permissive legislation to allow us to take our rightful place in the most lucrative 
economy this Nation has ever known. 


Mr. Fux. Thomas F. Arnold, rancher, Valentine, Nebr., Sand- 
hill Cattlemen’s Association. 

Mr. Arnotp. I do support the stand of the American National. 

Mr. Fux. He has no statement but supports the American Na- 
tional. 

Chester Paxton, rancher, Thedford, Nebr., and he is heading the 


Nebraska Beef Council. 
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He may file a statement. 

Glenn Lewis, cattle feeder, Exeter, Nebr., Corn Belt Livestock 
Feeders Association. He will have a statement to file. 

Leon Rubin, New York, New York Swine Producers Association. 
He may have a statement to file. 

Leonard Davis, rancher, Killdeer, N. Dak., vice president, North 
Dakota Stockmen’s Association. 

He will file resolutions from his State later. 

Donald Leith, cattle feeder, Pleasantville, Ohio, president of the 
Ohio Beef Council, and representing the Ohio Cattle Feeders Asso- 
ciation, Ohio Dairymen’s Association, Ohio Purebred Cattle Breeders 
Association, and the Ohio Purebred Beef Breeders Association. 

He has a statement and resolutions to file from these organizations. 

(The statement, letters and resolutions are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF DONALD LEITH, PLEASANTVILLE, OHIO 


Mr. Chairman, members of the House Agricultural Committee: 

I am Donald Leith from Pleasantville, Ohio, an Ohio farmer and cattle 
feeder. I am president of the Ohio Beef Council, Inc. I have here endorse- 
ments or resolutions favoring the voluntary checkoff at the market place for 
a self-help program by the following statewide organizations: Ohio Beef Coun- 
cil, Ine., Ohio State Grange, Ohio Dairy Association, Ohio Pure Breed Cattle 
Association (all breeds), and the Ohio Cattle Feeders Association, which I 
would like to file for the committee’s reference. 

All of the Ohio delegates here today are farm bureau members and I would 
like to add that several country farm bureau councils have passed resolutions 
favoring a checkoff plan. In fact, I know of no county farm bureau where the 
checkoff plan was discussed that the farm bureau councils did not favor in 
the State of Ohio. 

Gentlemen, there is not a producing livestock statewide organization in the 
State of Ohio that is not wholeheartedly behind a voluntary checkoff to support 
a self-help program at a State level. 


CAPPER Stock FARM. 
London, Ohio. 
To Whom it May Concern: 

This is to certify that I, J. B. Roach, represent the registered cattle people 
of our State of Ohio, consisting of about 1,000 breeders. We feel that if House 
bill 5244 were passed, it would be a great help to the cattlemen of Ohio. 

Mr. Donald Leith, who represents the beef industry in Ohio, has our full 
support and anything that you can do for him will be appreciated. 

Yours truly, 
J. BerKitey Roacuw, 
Legislative Chairman of Ohio Pure Bred Cattle Breeders. 


Our0 STATE GRANGE, 
Columbus, Ohio, March 26, 1957. 
Mr. DoNALD LEITH, 
President, Ohio Cattle Feeders Association, 
Pleasantville, Ohio. 

DEAR Mr. LEITH: In confirmation of our telephone conversation of last week 
and since reading Senate bill 646 and House bill 5244 that you called our atten- 
tion to, we at Ohio State Grange headquarters believe this proposed legisla- 
tion, that would permit meat producers to voluntarily contribute to a self-help 
promotional and research program through the medium of small market check- 
offs, is fundamentally sound and desirable for Ohio and American agricult ire. 

Certain it is in this day and age if an industry, even a basic food industry, 
is to hold its own or improve its position in the economic picture it must boost 
its product to the consuming public, and continually present new and attractive 
reasons and methods for its use. The mechanics of raising such promotional 
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and research funds as embodied in these bill are about as feasible as any we 
have heard. Surely this is much superior to asking Government, by general tax 
funds, to provide this service. 
You have our general best wishes in this endeavor. 
Most sincerely yours, 
LESTER COOLEY, 
Legislative Agent, Ohio State Grange. 


Marcu 27, 1957. 
Referring to Senate bill 646 and House bill 3749. 
To the AGRICULTURAL SENATE COMMITTEE. 

Dear Sirs: The dairymen of our State would like to go on record as favoring 
the bill by Senator Mundt, of South Dakota, to amend the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act to permit posted markets to make a checkoff on the three main seg- 
ments of livestock. 

We feel this checkoff should be on a voluntary basis, as far as the producer is 
concerned. 

This program, properly handled, should do much to carry on a good publicity 
program, and in the end result in the higher consumption of our red-meat animals. 

Yours respectfully, 
Joun W. THOMAS, 
President, Ohio Dairymen’s Association. 


RESOLUTION 


Be it resolved, That the Ohio Beef Council favor the passage of 8S. 646 and 
House bill 3749, so that any producer can, if he so desires, use his own monev in 
a Self-help program without Government intervention. 

This resolution was unanimously passed March 26, 1957. 

DoNALD LEITH, 
President, Ohio Beef Council. 


RESOLUTION 


Be it resolved, That the Ohio Cattle Feeders Association favor the passage of 
Senate bill 646 and House bill 3749. 

The principles of this bill have been discussed at the county level in thirty-odd 
counties of Ohio within the last 6 months, and was approved with not less than 
90 percent to a unanimous vote. 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF OHIO CATTLE FEEDERS ASSOCIATION. 


Mr. Furx. Wilbur Clauss, hog farmer, McComb, Ohio; president 
of Ohio Swine Growers Council; director, Ohio Swine Improvement 
Association; and director, Ohio Commercial Swine Feeders Associa- 
tion. 

He will file a statement. 

(The statement is as follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF WILBUR G. CLAUSS, McComs, OHIO 


I am Wilbur Clauss, farmer and commercial hog producer, in Ohio. I am 
president of the Ohio Swin Growers Council, a director of the Swine Improvement 
Association of Ohio, and a member of the Commercial Swine Producers of Ohio. 

We have in Ohio three State swine organizations, each representing a segment 
of the industry in our State: (1) The Swine Improvement Association of Ohio, 
(2) Ohio Swin Breeders and Feeders Association, (3) Ohio Commercial Swine 
Producers Association. 

I feel that Ohio is well organized at the State level, and should be able to cope 
with any swine problem that may occur in our State, but our big problem is ade- 
quate finances. We want some method to voluntarily finance our own program, 
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similar to the voluntary finance programs of other agricultural commodity groups, 
such as bills S. 646 and H. R. 3749 would provide. 

All 3 State organizations, representing over 1,200 Ohio swine producers, have 
gone on record in favor of the bills 8. 646 and H. R. 3749. 

I want to emphasize the fact that as producers we are willing to spend our 
own money to do these things. We’re not asking for Government help. 


Mr. Fux. Robert V. Snyder, farmer, Wilmington, Ohio; presi- 
dent, Ohio Commercial Swine Producer Association; vice president, 
Ohio Swine Growers Council; and director, Clinton County Cattle 
Feeders Association. 

He will file a statement. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT SNYDER, ROUTE 4, WILMINGTON, OHIO 


I am Robert Snyder, President of the Ohio Commercial Swine Producers 
Association. I am also a director, on the Clinton County Swine Improvement 
Association, the Livestock Loss Prevention Association, the Clinton County Cat- 
tle Feeders Association, and vice president of the Ohio Swine Council. 

I believe the proposed amendment to the Packers and Stockyard Act is very 
democratic. There is nothing compulsory for the producer of the livestock or 
the buyer which makes it very voluntary. If the shipper does not approve of 
the idea, he doesn’t have to pay it, or can ask for his money back within 30 
days. I like the idea of each State doing its own collecting. 

The amendment is very definitely a self-help program, by which we are trying 
to stand on our two feet, to promote our industry. 

This money can be used for many good purposes. We need a lot of promotion 
among farmers in the way of disease control and education in producing meat- 
type hogs. Packers could be encouraged to do a better job with our products. 
Retailers could be worked with in getting better meat to the publie. 

Housewives could be educated in buying meat, cooking meat, and the needs 
of meat products in the diet. The National Livestock and Meat Board, who do 
this important work in this field, would get more money to carry on this valu- 
able work. 

I have pointed out some of the reasons why I think this is a good amendment. 
We feel it is a good amendment because it provides an opportunity for us to 
help ourselves and we do not have to depend on Government to solve our prob- 
lenis. 


Mr. Futx. Robert Rager, hog farmer, Amanda, Ohio, director, 
Ohio Swine Breeders and Feeders Association, and president, Ohio 
Chester White Breeders Association. 

He will file a statement. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF RoBERT RAGER, AMANDO, OHIO 


I am Robert Rager, of Amando, Ohio. I am president of the Ohio Chester 
White Breeders Association and on the board of the Ohio Swine Breeders and 
Feeders Association. I was sent here to represent some 570 members of the Ohio 
Swine Breeders and Feeders Association. It is our sincere hope you will grant 
us permission to make a checkoff on our livestock. We are not asking for Gov- 
ernment money. Only our own. Weare only asking for you to give us the right 
due us, as every other agricultural commodity has, to collect a portion of all 
sales to be used to improve and promote our products. I would further like to 
call special attention to the portion of the bill that states that anyone, at any 
time up to 30 days following sale of livestock, who does not wish to contribute, 
may get his money back. 

It is our feeling that we should be granted the right as producers to collect 
and spend our own money as we see fit. As you can see, the men that are 
present here today represent a very large portion of the producers of the red 
meat animals of the United States and should be entitled to this privilege if 
they desire. 


91840—57—-—_-4 
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Mr. Futx. Phil Ferguson, of Oklahoma. I think he has gone. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Ferguson is a former member of this committee. 
And we are delighted to have him back here. He was a very active 
and very helpful member of this committee for a number of years. 

And a number of the members here served with him with pleasure. 

Mr. Fux. Sir, it is understood, if you want to call on people like 
that, they can testify. 

Robert Lister, rancher, Prineville, Oreg., Oregon Cattlemen’s Asso- 
ciation and American National Cattlemen’s Association. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT LISTER, RANCHER, PRINCVILLE, OREG., 
OREGON CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION, AMERICAN NATIONAL 
CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Laisrer. I approve what the American National does on this. 
And I would also like to say that I represent the Oregon Cattlemen’s 
Association here today and we are also in favor of this legislation. 

Mr. Fuuk. B. R. Smith, cattleman, Green Pond, S.C. He is South 
Carolina Livestock Producers Association and South Carolina Live- 
stock Council. 

He would like to make a short statement. 

In that State they organized a checkoff system that is now operating. 

Mr. Poagr. All right. 

Mr. Furx. Lt. Gov. Roy Houck, cattleman from Gettysburg, S. Dak. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROY HOUCK, CATTLEMAN, GETTYSBURG, 
S. DAK., LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR OF SOUTH DAKOTA, SOUTH 
DAKOTA BEEF COUNCIL 


Mr. Houck. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: I do 
not have a statement to file. However, on behalf of that great State 
and all of the related beef producing affiliates in that State, we wish 
to endorse this legislation. 

Mr. Fux. He will be available for a statement. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you. 

Mr. Fux. Albert Koller, hog farmer, Parker, S. Dak., South 
Dakota Swine Association, South Dakota Poland China Association, 
director, National Swine Council. 

He supports the stand of the National Swine Council and his 
State. : 

Ed Karlen, of South Dakota, South Dakota Beef Council and Na- 
tional Beef Council. 

Mr. Houck. He was detained. And I am authorized to speak in 
his behalf. 

Mr. Poacr. May I introduce the next witness? We have Mr. Leo 
Welder here, one of the outstanding cattlemen of south Texas. Mr. 
Thompson was here earlier. Mr. Welder is a constituent of his. 
He has been doing an outstanding job in Texas on promoting. 

Would you care to file a statement ? 
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STATEMENT OF LEO WELDER, VICTORIA, TEX., PRESIDENT, TEXAS 
BEEF COUNCIL, DIRECTOR, TEXAS AND SOUTHWESTERN CATTLE 
RAISERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. We per. I have a resolution from the Cattle Raisers Associa- 
tion in favor of this legislation. And also I have some material from 
the Texas Beef Council that may be brought out later. 

Mr. Poagr. You would like to file a statement further on? 

Mr. Wevper. Yes. 

Mr. Poacr. The next man on this list, if I may take over momen- 
tarily, is Mr. Hugh Fitzsimons, a rancher from southwest Texas, 
San Antonio; and one of the directors of the Texas Beef Council. 
He is doing a substantial work in our part of the country. Would 
you care to make a statement ? 


STATEMENT OF HUGH A. FITZSIMONS, RANCHER, SAN ANTONIO, 
TEX. ; EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE, TEXAS BEEF COUNCIL; DIRECTOR, 
TEXAS LIVESTOCK MARKETING ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Firzstmons. The resolution of the Cattlemen’s Association and 
the Beef Cattle Growers is being taken care of by Mr. Welch. 

Mr. Poace. The next witness on your list is very well known to 
this committee—at least to all of the older Members of Congress, 
Iam sure. That is Judge Joe G. Montague, attorney for the Texas 
and Southwestern Cattle ‘Ri: 1isers Associ: ation. 

He has been a help to us on many occasions. We are glad to have 
him here this morning. He will want to make a st atement, I under- 
stand. 


STATEMENT OF JOE G. MONTAGUE, FORT WORTH, TEX., ATTORNEY, 
TEXAS AND SOUTHWESTERN CATTLE RAISERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Montacue. I am just going to interpose just one little objec- 
tion to this confining me to the “older Members of Congress.” Id 
like to know these younger ones. [ Laughter. | 

Mr. Poage. Of course, unhappily you were born about the same 
time I was. [ Laughter. | 

Thank you so much for the opportunity to present these people. 

Mr. Fux. Next is Hugh W. Colton, rancher, Vernal, Utah. 

Mr. Poacr. May I ask the privilege for our colleague, Mr. Dixon, 
to introduce him ? 

Mr. Fuuk. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Drxon. Mr. Hugh Colton is vice president of the Utah Cattle- 
men’s Association. Hugh and Willard Marriott started the Hot 
Shoppes in Washington. Hugh went back to Utah to raise livestock 
and Willard stayed here at the Hot Shoppes. 

Mr. Marruews. One raises cattle and the other raises money. 

Mr. Drxon. That is right. 
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STATEMENT OF HUGH W. COLTON, RANCHER, VERNAL, UTAH, 
VICE PRESIDENT, UTAH CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Cotton. I would like to say our State has passed an act similar 
to this providing for the checkoff in Utah. 

I would like to have you know that. 

Mr. Poace. Will you file a statement ? 

Mr. Covron. I would like to make a statement later. 

Mr. Poage. Th:nk you. 

Mr. Fuk. Next is J. H. Cunningham, cattleman, Marshall, Va.., 
Virginia Beef Cattle Association. He could not get back. 

Alen K. Randolph, cattleman, Keene, Va., Virginia Beef Cattle 
Association. He had to go home and he may file a statement. 

Mr. Fuk. Charles A. Maas, hog farmer, Evansville, Wisc., vice 
president, National Swine Growers Council, president, Wisconsin 
Swine Breeders Association, and livestock superintendent, Wisconsin 
State Fair. He supports the National Swine Council and does not 
have a statement to file. 

Rex L. Whitmore, hog farmer, Burlington, Wis., president, Wis- 
consin Livestock Breeders Association, eikaiate, Wisconsin Swine 
Breeders Association. 

He will file a statement. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Rex L. WHITMORE, BURLINGTON, WIs. 


My name is Rex Whitmore of Burlington, Wis. I am a commercial pork pro- 
ducer and a purebread swine breeder. I am president of the Wisconsin Live- 
stock Breeder’s Association which is an organization made up of breeders of 
cattle, sheep, and swine. Included are the purebred associations of cattle, sheep, 
and swine from the State level down through the county level. The Beef 
Breeders and Feeders Association is also a part of our organization. We have 
a board of directors composed of 4 members from the Wisconsin Swine Breeders 
Association, 4 members from the Wisconsin Beef Breeders, and 2 from the Wis- 
consin Sheep Breeders. Also sitting in with this board in an advisory capacity 
are a representative from our College of Agriculture and one from the State 
Department of Agriculture. 

We are an organization heading up all of the three classes of red-meat animals 
and these are our views of what can be done in Wisconsin through a voluntary 
self-help program. 

When the National Swine Growers Council was in the formative stage of its 
existance we took an active interest in it because we felt it was a program that 
would benefit the Wisconsin swine producer. Coming from a State of rugged 
individuals we were for a program of self-help—probably quite a contrast to the 
situation you gentlemen run into day after day of being asked for more funds 
and more Government help. 

Meat animal producers in Wisconsin are just a little different from those of 
many of our neighboring States. We are primarily a dairy State and much 
of the money spent in Wisconsin for promotion is spent in the interests of dairy 
cattle and dairy products. 

We in Wisconsin have a crying need for expanded disease research, testing 
stations, market shows, and carcass contests. Because many of the Wisconsin 
producers are raising meat animals as a sideline to their dairy operations we 
feel there is an urgent need for someone to head up the self-help program for 
these individuals. Their main interests are dairying and they are already pay- 
ing into the dairy industry through a checkoff program. 

We have made unusual strides in eradication of Bangs disease and tubercu- 
losis of cattle in Wisconsin. We need a program similar to this for all livestock 
and we need it now. We feel we could make rapid progress in this field could 
we have part of the funds of the checkoff program. 
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I have been working with a committee studying a meat animal testing station. 
Our State university is cooperating, our swine association is backinig it, but we 
need funds to develop it. We as produc ers are willing to build and develop it 
with funds from the checkoff program. 

We in Wisconsin have a broad out-of-State and export market for our dairy 

attle. We are now developing this export market for our beef, sheep, and 
swine animals. We feel it will be up to the purebread breeder to develop these 
markets, but we need research, disease control, test for rate of gain, feed con- 
version records, carcass cutout values, competition of interbreed market shows 
to aid us in capturing these markets. 

We meat animal producers of Wisconsin realize that we have a lot of com- 
petition for the food consumers’ dollar from dairy and poultry industries who 
already have the payoff, self-help program for which we are asking. You realize 
it is much easier for these industries to get cooperation from educational, pro- 
motional, and advertising agencies because they are helping to pay their own 
way. 

We feel one of our most urgent needs is the education of producers to the 
benefits of multiple farrowing. Because of our climate we have a lot of money 
tied up in buildings which could be better utilized thereby. This would be a 
great contribution to the packer because it would give him hogs of more uni- 
form weight and a chance to spread his labor and equipment over the number 
of animals he receives. He has a chance to get away from the once a year 
marketing risks. 

At heart | am a purebred man, have owned purebreds for 35 years. They have 
bought my clothes, fed, and raised my family. I would like to point out to you 
the views of the purebred man. We in American and especially in agriculture 
need more leaders—men who will work for these very things I have brought out 
in my previous,remarks. In our State in almost every case the purebred breeder 
of the community is the leader in the community. He works for the program 
that will help even the smallest producer because he knows that any help he can 
give will make for a better community. 

In my opinion no one is doing more to help the packer receive a better quality 
of livestock. Animals that cut out more lean meat and higher dressing per- 
centage are the direct result of the purebred breeder who serves the packer’s 
buying area with good purebred bulls, boars, and rams that have been raised in 
disease-free herds, tested in State testing stations, whose :ncestors have been 
proven in production registry, certification programs, and market and carcass 
shows. 

The purebred breedersare responsible for programs to educate the producer 
to put out a better product for the housewife, to cut down on surplus fats, and 
to educate the housewife in how best to buy and cook meat. 

We in Wisconsin are aware of the tremendous work of the National Livestock 
and Meat Board and we are in favor of increasing the amount of checkoff they 
would receive to further their fine program. 

For these reasons I would like to go on record in favor of House bill H. R. 
3749 as amended and urge your support in the passage of this bill. 


Mr. Fur«x. Norman Barlow, rancher, Cora, Wyo., president, Wyo- 
ming Stock Growers Association. 

Mr. Barlow will make a statement. 

Mr. Krurcer. I am pleased to prea to you Don L. Short from 
North Dakota. He is president of the National Beef Council, also 
president of the North Dakota Beef Council and a member of the 
North Dakota State Legislature. 

He will, I believe, want to make a statement. 


STATEMENT OF DON L. SHORT, RANCHER, MEDORA, N. DAK., 
PRESIDENT, NATIONAL BEEF COUNCIL 


Mr. Suortr. If time permits I would like to make a short statement. 

Mr. Poagce. All right, sir. Thank you. 

There are two very important members of your group at the very 
beginning that you did not introduce, that you passed over, who 
wanted to make statements. 
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Mr, Fux. Why don’t we introduce them and see who they are. 

Mr. Hut. Since all of these folks were introduced, I would like to 
introduce the next witness. 

He is a past member of our State Senate in Colorado—Don Collins. 
I want to introduce Don Collins. 

Mr. Poace. We have another Don—Don Bartlett does not live in 
Texas, but he passes through there quite often. He lives over on the 
Mississippi Delta, and ranches on some of that real good land. 

And I know Mr. Bartlett will want to make a statement. 

Mr. Furx. I want to point out, of course, that Don Collins is presi- 
dent of the American National Cattlemen’s Association. I believe 
that covers all of them on the list. 

Mr. Poace. All right. 

Mr. Fux. Mr. Jim Nance, from Alamo, Tenn., will now present a 
statement. 


STATEMENT OF JIM NANCE, HOG FARMER, ALAMO, TENN., PRESI- 
DENT OF THE NATIONAL SWINE GROWERS COUNCIL; PRESIDENT, 
TENNESSEE LIVESTOCK ASSOCIATION; PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
HAMPSHIRE SWINE REGISTRY 


Mr. Nance. My name is Jim Nance. My home is Alamo, Tenn. 
Iam a livestock producer and farmer. I am president of the National 
Swine Growers Council. This is an organization made up of 30 
affiliated State swine associations. 

These 30 States produce approximately 95 percent of all the hogs 
grown in the Nation. 

I am president of the National Hampshire Swine Registry, a direc- 
tor and immediate past president of the Tennessee Livestock Associa- 
tion, an overall organization representing cattle, sheep, and swine in- 
terests for that State. 

My personal operation is in the swine field but I am just as strongly 
interested in the problems that confront the cattle and sheep industry. 
After all, we produce the same base product, red meat. 

Other farm groups have done excellent work promoting their prod- 
ucts. They have allowed unit deductions to be made at their point of 
sale. 

During the past 75 days I have been from Arizona to the Atlantic 
coast and from the Rio Grande Valley to the Great Lakes and there 
seems to be no doubt but that the livestock farmer would like to have 
the same type of deduction made. 

Unfortunately, we operate under an act that does not permit this 
type of deduction at the posted markets. I have felt very strongly 
that his act should be amended. Livestock farmers should be able to 
authorize deductions on an individual basis at the point of sale, just 
as the cotton, soybean, fruit, vegetable, nut, rice, dairy, and poultry 
farmers do. 

T feel that there is no limit to the good that can be accomplished 
through well-financed, well-administered programs of research and 
education. 

This last statement takes nothing from an organization that is now 
in operation. The National Livestock and Meat Board has a place in 
any livestock program. 
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I believe in the organization and the work they are doing, but I 
believe just as strongly that there is a great need for other programs 
in the livestock field. 

My personal feeling is that any money spent for research should be 
spent through existing research organizations. 

Livestock producers as a whole are independent operators who have 
no desire for their industry to become subsidized by the Government 
under the controls that would be an essential part. 

They want to continue to operate on a free market and hope that a 
program designed to stimulate demand may make this possible. 

I feel that the producer is the person primarily interested in the price 
he receives for his product. For that reason it is essential that he have 
a right to take a direct part in promotion designed to expand the 
potential market. 

In conclusion I would like to say that I draw no salary and most of 
the time no expenses for my trav els in the interest of this program. 

I work hard at it because I believe init. I have three boys in college, 
all taking animal husbandry. Jimmy, the oldest, is bac :k getting his 
masters degree after spending 3 years in the Army. 

Jule, the next oldest is a junior, and Robert, the youngest is a fresh- 
man. Iam notso much worried about what is going to happen to Jim 
Nance in the livestock business in the years ahead, but I am vitally 
interested in what is going to happen to Robert, Jule, and Jimmy 
Nance. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Nance. Thank you. 

Mr. Poacr. Now, Don Bartlett. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD BARTLETT, CATTLEMAN, COMO, MISS., 
REGIONAL VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL BEEF COUNCIL; VICE 
PRESIDENT, MISSISSIPPI CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION ; DIRECTOR 
AND CHAIRMAN, LIVESTOCK COMMITTEE OF THE DELTA COUNCIL 


Mr. Bartierr. My name is Don Bartlett. I live in Como, Miss. TI 
represent the N vational Beef Council, the Mississippi Cattlemen’s Asso- 
ciation, and the Delta Council. 

The National Beef Council, formed by the American National Cat- 
tlemen’s Association as the result of the unanimous vote of its members, 
exists for the sole purpose of directing all producers’ efforts toward 
an increased consumption of beef. 

There is nothing new in this program. The cattlemen are simply 
following existing successful programs now in operation by most seg- 
ments of the agricultural industry. 

Adequate finances are essential on a guaranteed and continuing basis, 
otherwise this program cannot be successful. 

This method is the foundation of the success of all sales promotional 
programs now operated by segments of the agricultural industry, the 
National Cotton Council, the American Dairy Association, the citrus 
growers, the poultry producers, and all others now operating a volun- 
tary self-help, self-financed program. 

The National Beef Council is 2 years old. We attempted to follow 
the pattern of the organizations mentioned above but encountered legal 
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obstacles in the Packers and Stockyards Act which effectively stopped 
us and that is why we are here. 

This restriction affects only posted and terminal markets and does 
not affect markets in many States. A number of States are now col- 
lecting and supporting this movement by a 10-cent-per-head markoff 
at point of sale. 

Incidentally, some are using 5 cents but that is the choice of the 
State. 

To achieve ultimate success, all States must inaugurate this program, 
and all producers must voluntarily participate. 

A few examples of the need and benefits of this program are demon- 
strated by the success of those now engaged in this activity. 

The American Dairy Association in 1955 spent $5 million advertis- 
ing milk and dairy products and their budget for 1957 is $6,250,000. 

The annual gross business of the dairy association in 1955 was about 
$5 million a year. Today the surplus of butter has been completely 
dissipated and generally speaking, dairymen are in a more secure 
financial position than for many years. 

Citrus farmers have a $340 million a year annual business. They 
spend $11 million a year advertising their products. 

The National Cotton Council operates on funds provided by a 10- 
cent-per-bale markoff at the gins, and has done an excellent job in 
defending cotton’s position in the textile and fiber world. 

They are now in the process of expanding this program by increa 

ing the markoff to 20 cents per bale, all on a voluntary basis, a w holly 
justified move based on results obtained and additional promotion now 
so vitally needed in this country. 

Poultry producers and others are successfully employing this 
method to advertise and sell their production, to the increased benefit 
of the producers. 

Cattlemen and all livestock producers are now faced with the abso- 
lute need to engage in this same type of program in order to protect 
and defend their vital economic interests and to guarantee their fair 
share of the American consumer’s food dollar, and this must be done on 
a single purpose and single industry basis. 

May I interpose this with regard to a statement made by the assist- 
ant secretary? We do not call this fragmentation. The beef-cattle 
industry is a separate and distinct industry. We do not call ourselves 
a part of it no more than the feed men and the swine are separate. 
We cannot put all of these boys in the same pot and have them agree 
to advertise beef this week and pork and lamb next week. 

You would end up in a dog fight and would not get your job done. 

Mr. Poace. Iam glad to have you say that. 

Mr. Barrierr. It is necessary to support any program to have the 
people who are interested and who pay the bills as part of it. 

So I think in the end we will have to have State organizations to 
support the national. 

But I share the same feeling you expressed sometime ago, we must 
work that out and I think it is within the industry itself. “The money 
to be effective must be spent on a national basis but we must look to the 
boys back home for their support in the collection of the funds. 

I think it is a problem that will have to be worked out within the 
industry alone. If you try to work it out by law, we might be 10 years 
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in getting the job done. In that respect we would all be broke before 
we ‘got started. 

If the people in the industry themselves haven’t got the integrity 
and the courage to settle their differences, this program will not work, 
anyway, because the people who support it and who make the volun- 
tary contribution will stop making the contribution. 

And you cannot run a business. That is why it must be on a single- 
industry basis. 

To proceed, a survey by a Mr. Arno Johnson, economist with J. 
Walter Thompson & Co., of New York, established these facts. 

Prior to 1940 there were approximately 214, million families 1 in the 
Nation with what he terms “discretionary mending power” meaning 
funds over and above the necessities of living and taxes, and these 
families constitute on a per capita basis, a substantial proportion of 
our annual red-meat consumption. 

Today there are 34 million families in this category with the “dis- 
cretionary spending power” to enjoy and pay for a far higher stand- 
ard of diet. 

The fact that the curve designating the consumption of red meat 
has stayed about level, indicates clearly that the people in this group 

save not changed their eating habits, and the red-meat producers 
consequently are suffering a decreased trend in what could be their 
share of this increased consumer buying power. 

This is our market and we must pursue it diligently on a self-help, 
self-paid-for basis, securing the vital and needed funds from an auto- 
matic but voluntary markoff on all cattle and livestock sold through- 
out the Nation. 

The National Beef Council will support existing organizations en- 
gaged in the vital research on the beneficial human uses of beef. Each 
red meat specie will have their own promotional program on a specie 
basis and will support to a greater extent the research and educational 
work of the National Livestock and Meat Board. 

In every single State I have been familiar with so far we have all 
designated the continuation in the collection of the money to the 
National Livestock and Meat Board. It is being paid into that Board 
now by the State in which collected. 

The marketing agencies are a vital part of the success of this pro- 
xram, for producers must look to them to make the necessary dete: 
tion at point of sale. 

It naturally follows that they, too, will benefit from the successful 
accomplishment. of this program, as a marketing agency’s income is 
based on a percentage of the total take at sales, and this should help 
to compensate for the service they will perform in aiding the success- 
ful accomplishment of this program. 

This same practice now exists in all segments of agriculture now 
operating a sales-promotion program and collection of funds on a 
markoff basis, and the bookkeeping needed should not be any more 
difficult in the livestock field than is encountered by marketing agen- 
cies in other segments of the agricultural field. 

This has been done for the National Livestock and Meat Board for 
55 years, 

The original intent was to get the National Livestock and Meat 
Board to enlarge their action to take in this program. 
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They have on two occasions I know of, passed strong specific reso- 
lutions stating the position that they cannot do so and I quote here 
the last action taken by them in December 1956: 


RESOLUTION OF THE NATIONAL LIVESTOCK AND MEAT Boarp 


Adopted following presentations by the American Farm Bureau and Natiouut 
Livestock Promotion Board in answer to a telegram from the California 
Cattlemen’s Association 
The National Livestock and Meat Board unanimously passed a _ resolution 

reaffirming its established policies not to accept or segregate funds for specific 
industry species—i. e., beef, lamb, or pork—promotion. It will not accept 
funds or engage in-paid advertising. But it will continue to cooperate with all 
industry organizations requesting assistance in a program of meat research, 
education, and promotion. 

I was not engaged in any activity of any kind that would in any 
way jeopardize or minimize the activities of the National Livestock 
and Meat Board. I believe in that organization. And I want to get 
them more money and not less. 

We understand there is opposition to this program on the part of the 
Farm Bureau leadership on a national basis. We deeply regret this 
and are unable to understand it. 

We encountered wholehearted support on the part of the livestock 
members of the Farm Bureaus, particularly in livestock States, in 
favor of this program. 

The other gentlemen here will speak for their own States, but I would 
like to submit herewith the resolution of the Mississippi Farm Bureau 
passed at its annual meeting last December. 

May I interpose that in the record ¢ 

Mr. Poacr. Without objection, it will be received. 

(The resolution i is as follows:) 


RESOLUTION PASSED BY MISSISSIPPI FARM Bureau, ANNUAL MEETING, 
DECEMBER 1956 

We urge Mississippi Farm Bureau support the program of the National Beef 
Council as originated by the American National Cattlemen’s Association, and 
urge the American Farm Bureau to lend all support to the program and to 
permit a deduction, with sellers permission, on each head of cattle sold through 
sales barns; to promote consumption of beef, and to use all possible influences to 
remove any present legislative restrictions now in force that in any way pre 
vents or retards the rapid organization and growth of this program. 

Mr. Bartierr. It is no longer a question of advantage or desirability 
in the ready acceptance and application of this plan—it has become a 
vital necessity, if the livestock producers of this Nation are to share 
in the expanding economy of this Nation and in fact secure even a fair 
share of the wealth they struggle to create on a free market basis with 
out Government support or control. 

To this end we urgently request favorable consideration of the 
Congress in the passage of this bill as soon as possible, because cattle- 
men are badly in need of relief now; or any bill that removed the 
restriction that won’t let us act now. I include that. 

In fact, that is what inspired the creation of this whole program. 

Mr. Chairman, whether or not we use this money or do this job or 
collect a dime, I think in order to preserve the old American tradi- 
tion of fair play to everyone that some action must be taken by Con- 
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gress to put us in the same boat with others in the agricultural field 
now doing these things. 

We seem to be segregated unintentionally by an act of Congress 
passed 35 years ago. And for that reason pray your indulgence and 
your effort to put us back in the same boat with our competitors, so 
we can do an old-fashioned American job. 

Just one more thing why you must do this: I have a little report I 
got from St. Louis the other day : 

“Livestoc k Analysis. 

“The return to livestock showed today 66%o of parity.’ 

That is on beef cattle. That is too low, Mr. Chairman, in this pres- 
ent world situation. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you very much, Mr. Bartlett. And now we will 
hear from Mr. Don Collins, who is president of the American Na- 
tional Cattlemen’s Association. 


STATEMENT OF DON C. COLLINS, RANCHER, KIT CARSON, COLO., 
PRESIDENT, AMERICAN NATIONAL CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Couuins. Mr. Chairman and members, I have a statement to file. 
1 would like to make a short statement. 

Mr. Poace. Without objection your statement will be filed and 
we will be glad to have you make any other statement that you care 
to make. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Don C. CoLuins, Kit Carson, CoLo., PRESIDENT OF THE AMERICAN 
NATIONAL CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION, WirH HEADQUARTERS AT DENVER, COLO. 


Mr. CHAIRMAN AND GENTLEMEN: I am Don C, Collius, a rancher from south- 
eastern Colorado, where I have spent my entire life working on the ranch estab- 
lished by my father early in this century. I am president of the American Na- 
tional Cattlemen’s Association, an organization established by the cowmen of the 
West in 1898. I am proud to say my father was active in this organization years 
ago and at one time its president. Today this association represents 28 State 
cattle associations of the Nation, more than 100 local associations, representing 
a total of approximately 200,000 cattlemen. 

Gentlemen, I am very proud, as a western cowman, to represent the American 
National Cattlemen’s Association at this hearing today. I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to appear before you and thank you for the consideration you are giving 
to this matter that is of great importance to the livestock industry. 

Recently, we cowmen realized that if we were to keep abreast of rapid progress 
in the economy of our Nation we would have to adopt a means to advertise the 
need and value of our product, encourage research, and promote consumption of 
beef, we would have to raise money, within our industry, to accomplish these 
purposes, 

The American National Cattlemen’s Association started a beef promotion pro- 
gram and encouraged the cattle States to do the same. Our auxiliary associa- 
tions, the national and State cowbelle associations, responded wonderfully. 

It was soon evident that these associations could not properly finance a nation- 
wide program with their limited association funds. With the excellent coop- 
eration of the States, State beef councils were formed, and representatives of 
these State councils were selected to form a National Beef Council in accord- 
ance with a request expressed in a resolution approved at the 1955 convention 
of the American national held during January in Reno, Nev. These State beef 
councils were made up with representatives from livestock organizations, mar- 
keting associations, farm organizations, packers, and livestock financial organ- 
izations. Naturally the national council was composed of these representative 
people. But the need of financing this program was very evident. 
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Because voluntary deductions had been successfully made from income of sale 
of livestock in many instances it was felt that a very small voluntary deduction 
should be made at all public markets from all livestock sales. By voluntary 
deduction, gentlemen, I mean that when the deduction is made at the market, 
the shipper is advised that if he objects to this withheld payment it will be 
refunded immediately. This practice in the past had shown very, very, few 
requests for return of a 5-cent or 10-cent per head deduction. 

The American National Cattlemen’s Association in three annual conventions 
has approved such a procedure. The following is a resolution approved at the 
60th annual convention in Phoenix, Ariz., January 7-9, 1957 : 


“BEEF PROMOTION FUNDS 


“Whereas we reaffirm our position that the beef producers are directly con- 
cerned with the promotion of beef to bring about an increased consumer demand 
for beef through an augmented and enlarged producer program of education, 
research, merchandising, and promotion; and 

“Whereas the primary obstacle to financing an effective beef-promotion pro- 
gram is the restricting provisions of the Packers and Stockyards Act with 
respect to voluntary deductions from proceeds of sale of livestock at public 
markets: Therefore be it 

“Resolved, That we support proposed legislation amending the Packers and 
Stockyards Act whereby any marketing agency may, upon request of a respon- 
sible State livestock producer organization, make voluntary deductions, not 
exceeding 10 cents per head on cattle, payable to the aforesaid livestock producer 
organization.” 

Many States are now collecting a voluntary deduction of 5 cents to 10 cents per 
head on cattle payable to their State beef councils. The State beef councils are 
in turn paying proportionate amounts of their money so collected to the National 
Livestock and Meat Board, the National Beef Council, and to its own treasury. 
There have been only a few requests for the refund of this deduction and for 
ridiculously small amounts. Let me emphasize here that in every instance of 
a deduction a statement is clearly printed on the marketing agency account of 
sale that a deduction of so much per head—not over 10 cents—has been made 
and that it will be refunded if requested. 

We have been advised that this practice of checkoff is not in accordance with 
the Packers and Stockyards Act at points of sale under jurisdiction of that act. 

We are here today to support legislation that, if enacted, will permit a volun- 
tary checkoff at the markets. This has already been proved acceptable by the 
stockmen. Let me again emphasize that we support only a voluntary checkoff 
method. 

Since being electe:] president of the American National in January of 1956 I 
have attended 20 State cattlemen’s association conventions and have found their 
memberships are extremely interested in a sound self-help beef program. 

I would like to emphasize that in requesting the legislation we are not asking 
for any tax money or handouts but only for the privilege of assessing ourselves 
to do a promotion job for our own product for the benefit of the entire industry. 


Mr. Poace. Before you start, I would like to introduce to our visitors 
the chairman of the Agriculture Committee, Mr. Harold Cooley, of 
North Carolina. 

Weare delighted to have you with us, Harold. 

Mr. Cootry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poacr. We have had a most interesting discussion and we are 
glad to have you hear it. 

Mr. Coxtrs. First of all, I would like to say my name is Don C. 
Collins, and I am president of the American National Cattlemen’s 
Association. 

We have 28 States affiliated with us, nearly 100 local associations, 
and close to 200,000 members directly and indirectly affiliated with us 
through these local and State associations. 

For the last 3 years the American National has passed a resolution 
at 3 national conventions, and at this time I would like to read this 
resolution. 
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Whereas we reaffirmed our position that the beef producers are directly con- 
cerned with the promotion of beef to bring about an increased consumer demand 
for beef through an augmented and enlarged producer program of education, 
research, merchandising, and promotion ; and 

Whereas the primary obstacle to financing an effective beef-promotion program 
is the restricting provisions of the Packers and Stockyards Act with respect to 
voluntary deductions from proceeds of sale of livestock at the public markets: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That we support proposed legislation amending the Packers and 
Stockyards Act whereby any marketing agency may, upon request of a responsible 
State livestock producer organization, make voluntary deductions, not exceeding 
10 cents per head on cattle, payable to the aforesaid livestock producers 
organization. 

I just wanted to bring that in, because we in the American National 
have felt that something could be done if we would all get in and help 
ourselves. 

Congressman Poage, at the time that we decided to do this and 
wanted this, your fr iend and my friend, Mr. Taylor was president of 
the American National Cattlemen’s Association. 

I might give net a few figures here for Congressman Hill’s benefit. 

On the 16th of January ‘this year, Mr. Hill, the Colorado Cattle- 
men’s Association took a vote of their membership as to whether they 
would like to have some kind of a checkoff system, and I just got the 
figures here from the past president of the Colorado (¢ ‘attlemen’s 
Associ lation. 

In this vote there were 1,713 people that wanted this checkoff, there 
were 17 against it, and there were 280 that failed to vote on it. 

But it was nearly 10 to 1 for it in the State of Colorado. 

Mr. Poacre. You mean, 100 to 1? 

Mr. Coxtiins. One hundred to one, yes, that favored the checkoft 
system national, or on a State or national basis. 

I am here to testify for the association that I represent. I traveled 
in 20 States the last year and 3 months, and nearly every State that I 
have appeared in, they are extremely interested in some kind of a 
self-help promotion to help ourselves. We are not back here asking 
for any money. It is a deal that we think if we are given the oppor- 
tunity to do it, that we can doit. And that is about all I have to say. 

It seems very simple. It is permissive legislation. And we feel 
like that if we are given this opportunity that we can go ahead and 
promote our product which we think is one of the best products in 
the world. 

Thank you very kindly. 

Mr. Poacr. We are very happy to have had you here. 

Mr. Cootry. Do you have a program to promote beef consumption ! ¢ 
Have you already worked out the details of the program ? 

Mr. Cotiixs. We have a National Beef Council now, Mr. Cooley. 

Mr. Cootry. To whom would you turn this money over to? Who 
would be responsible for it? I understand we propose to leave that 
to some agency, to the Administrator of the Packers and Stockyards 

Act, to det termine whether or not it is a responsible or ganization. 

Mr. Couiins. At the present time we have 18 State beef councils. 
And naturally I believe if this legislation is passed, I feel that every 
State would go ahead ‘and organize a State beef council or a State 
neat council. 
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This pertains to cattle, hogs, and sheep. 

Mr. Cooney. The determination as to who is the responsible agency 
would have to be left to somebody. 

Mr. Cornins. Our original bill wanted the Department of Agri- 
culture to approve. They didn’t particular want to do it. They 
didn’t want the responsibility. 

Mr. Cootzy. What provision in the act is there that prevents you 
from using the checkoff, do you know ? 

Mr. Cotirns. I really do not know. I understand they are doing 
some checking off through the National Livestock and Meat Board. 

Mr. Poage. May I explain to the chairman the Packers and Stock- 

yards Act was drawn back some 35 years ago to pr otect those who sell 
in the markets. And it provided that the agencies in the stock- 
yards—neither the yards nor the packers or buyers could make check- 
offs. 

They could not, except for the actual marketing expense. That 
is the way the law reads. 

For that reason, the livestock people cannot make the same kind of 
deduction as the cotton and dairy people do make, and a great many 
other groups do make, where there is no law to the contrary. 

The law was put there to protect those who slip into the market 
from having unreasonable or unfair deductions being made. 

But it covers everything except the actual expenses of the market- 
ing, the commission, and the feeding of the stock while in the market. 

Were it not for the provisions of the Packers and Stockyards Act, I 
do not think there is any reason that these people would be here at all, 
because they could do exactly what the National Cotton Council or the 
American Dairy Association has done. 

Mr. Cootry. What you are proposing is a voluntary checkoff ? 

Mr. Poace. That is right. 

Mr. Coutts. That is right. 

Mr. Coorry. If a farmer objected to it he would not have to pay it? 

Mr. Coruins. He could get it off. They would take it off, if he ob 
jected, they would return it. 

Mr. Cootry. I am in accord with the idea because we have exactly 
the same thing in the tobacco section. We finance it by voluntary 
checkoff at the warehouse, 10 cents an acre. If the farmer objects and 
= for it to be returned, it is returned. 

I do not think anybody has ever asked for it to be returned. 

Thank you. That is all. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you. 

Mr. Jonnson. This referendum held in Colorado, was that limited 
just to the members of the association or was it all of the people that 
produce cattle? 

Mr. Cotxins. It was members of the association. 

Mr. Jonnson. That is all. Thank you. 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you, Mr. Collins. I am now going to ask Mr. 
Howard Wyman of Aurora, Ill., of the National Lamb Feeders As 
sociation to speak. 
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STATEMENT OF HOWARD WYMAN, AURORA, ILL., NATIONAL LAMB 
FEEDERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Wyman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Howard Wyman, of Aurora, IIl., representing the National 
Lamb Feeders Association. 

For several years the lamb feeders of this Nation have realized the 
need for a unified action by the members of the sheep industry to do 
something about the problem they have in marketing lamb and wool. 

Attempts have been made by local and regional or State associa- 
tions to help themselves with voluntary checkoffs. These have met 
with varying degrees of success but all have inspired the members to 
think of their problems as being industrywide—not just as it affects 
sheep but cattle and swine as well. 

They have seen what a little of their own efforts can do to promote 
a broader use of lamb and wool when their local and State organi- 
zations conducted promotion work. 

They have now seen what an industrywide promotional program 
can do as evidence by the work being done on their behalf by the 
American Sheep Producers Council, an organization of members from 
their own producers organizations using funds they approved by na- 
tional referendum to be withheld from their wool incentive payment 
checks, payment of which was provided for a period of 4 years ending 
March 31, 1959, by the National Wool Act of 1954. 

We like our present program but we feel legislation should be forth- 
coming now to enable us as an industry to continue the work we have 
started should the provisions of section 708 of the National Wool Act 
of 1954 not be extended. 

Other agricultural products, to the best of my knowledge and belief, 
do not have governmental restrictions regarding voluntary checkoffs 
at their various marketing agencies. 

Therefore, we of the sheep industry feel that we and the swine and 
cattle producers have been unintentionally discriminated against in 
the marketing of our agricultural products by a technicality in the 
Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921. 

It is for these reasons we favor the intent of the amendments to this 
act. 

Also I would like to go on record that none of the lamb feeders’ or- 
ganizations, so far as I ‘know, have any desire whatever to restrict the 
work of the National Livestock and Meat Board. We support them 
wholeheartedly. 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you very much, Mr. Wyman. 

Now, if there are no questions of Mr. Wyman, I want to call Mr. 
Colton from Vernal, Utah. I had understood he only wanted to file 
u statement, but I now understand he wants to make a statement. 

We will be glad to have him do so. 
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STATEMENT OF HUGH W. COLTON, RANCHER, VERNAL, UTAH, 
VICE PRESIDENT, UTAH CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Cotron. Mr. Chairman, I just want to inform your committee 
that I represent an organization of about 4,000 cattlemen out in the 
State of Utah. 

We have been trying to do something to help ourselves for the past 
several years. And we are very strongly in favor of this checkoft 
program. 

We had our State legislature to pass a similar law in Utah this year. 

We are very much concerned about the situation in which we find 
ourselves in the cattle business. 

I did want to make this oral statement to you gentleman at this time. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you. 

We will now call Mr. Don Magdanz. 

Mrs. Downey (the clerk). Mr. Magdanz asked that this be inserted 
in the record. 

Mr. Poacr. Without objection, that will be done. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Don F. MAGDANZ, TREASURER OF CoRN Bert Livestock FEEDERS 
ASSOCIATION, OMAHA, NEBR. 


I am Don F. Magdanz, of Omaha, Nebr., executive secretary-treasurer of the 
Corn Belt Livestock Feeders Association. In addition to this responsibility, I 
am also actually engaged in the feeding of livestock—cattle, hogs, and sheep— in 
eastern Nebraska; was raised on a farm, and spent most of my adult life in its 
operation. 

The Corn Belt Livestock Feeders Association has repeatedly voted in favor of, 
and has been diligently working toward, the inauguration and establishment of 
a producer-sponsored-and-controlled program for the promotion of the demand 
for meat and meat products. 

The organization envelops the entire Corn Belt region in the United States, 
an area that is noted for the production of high quality fed beef, pork, and lamb, 
and an area that annually feeds for market about 70 percent of the cattle that 
are fed in the United States, and produces about 70 percent of the hogs, besides 
marketing large quantities of lamb and veal. 

I have been instructed by my association, members of which are men actually 
engaged in the feeding of livestock, to testify in behalf of this proposed legisla- 
tion and to present the policy of the organization. 

Our members feel that the decision of their organization is particularly note- 
worthy; first, because the Corn Belt livestock feeders will contribute a high 
percentage of the total funds that will be raised under the proposed promotion 
program; and second, because every one of its affiliated State and regiona) 
associations have endorsed the program and all are in accord with the action 
taken by the parent organization, the Corn Belt Livestock Feeders Association. 

At our most recent annual convention, held in Peoria, Ill., on February 7 and 8, 
the association unanimously declared that it believed the quality and nutritive 
value of red meat should be promoted and advertised, and since a satisfactory 
method of financing may not be permissible under the present Packers and 
Stockyards Act, while producers of other foods, not affected by the Packers and 
Stockyards Act, are able to finance a promotion program as they choose. 

That the association make a determined effort to overcome obstacles to a volun- 
tary deduction program at time of sale on all livestock, and encourage an amend- 
ment to the Packers and Stockyards Act, which would do no more than permit 
the deduction of 10 cents per head on cattle, 5 cents per head on hogs, and 5 cents 
per head on sheep and lambs on a voluntary basis with respect to both shippers 
and market agencies. 

This action is another clear and forceful affirmation of the sincere desire of 
livestock feeders to be free and unhampered in the conduct of their own business 
without the interference or assistance of any governmental agencies. 

The presence of this group of men here today, coming from most of the live- 
stock-producing States in the Union, and representing every phase and specie of 
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the livestock producing and feeding industry is conclusive evidence of the pro- 
found interest of livestock people in this voluntary program of meat promotion. 

Mr. Poacr. We will now hear from our colleague, Mr. Metcalf, 
from the State of Montana. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEE METCALF, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Mr. Mercatr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to speak 
for the cattlemen of Montana in support of H. R. 3749. 

I am sure you are well aware of the economic plight of our cattle- 
men—and of their efforts to help themselves. One such effort is an 
attempt to set up a nationwide program to stimulate and maintam 
the consumption of beef. 

The major obstacle to such a producer effort has been money. 

Regulatory statutes applying to many livestock markets have been 
construed as prohibiting the collection by marketing agencies of vol- 
untary contributions to finance this program. 

H. R. 3749 would amend the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921 to 
permit marketing agencies to deduct from the proceeds from the sale 
of livestock on a posted market a reasonable sum to carry on this 
program. The deduction would not exceed 10 cents per head for 
cattle or calves, and would not be more than 5 cents per head for 
sheep, lambs, or swine. It would be collected only when the market- 
ing agency was requested to do so by an org: nization sponsored by 
the produce rs of the species of livestock sold. 

Such a voluntary program has been in successful operation in 
Montana for more than 2 years. It should be extended. To me, this 
is in exactly the same category as the checkoff of union dues—and 
there should be no interference with the desires of the people affected. 

My file on this legislation includes support from the Montana Stock- 
growers Association and the Montana Farm Bureau Federation. 

I have a letter from Mr. C. T. Sanders, secretary-manager of the 
American National Livestock Auction Association, Broadway at 34th, 
Kansas City, Mo., which says in part as follows: 





The cattle industry needs congressional clarification of this situation that 
is presently preventing its National Beef Council, and member State beef coun- 
ceils, from effectively carrying out their program to help their member cattle 
producers. 

I also have a telegram from Mr. Bruce Mecklenburg, Montana rep- 
resentative of the National Lamb Feeders Association, Bozeman, 
Mont., which says: 

30ZEMAN, MONT., April 3, 1957. 
Representative Lee METCALF, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

On behalf of the Lamb Feeders and Wool Growers in Montana I am soliciting 
your support of the passage of a bill to amend Packers and Stockyard Act of 
1921 to permit deduction for a self-help meat production program. 

BRUCE MECKLENBUR‘ 
Montana representative of the National Lamb Feeders Association. 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you, Mr. Metcalf. We will be glad to hear Mr. 
Munyon. 

Mr. Fuix. With your permission, we would like to wait a minute 
on Mr. Munyon. In checking over the list we find some had to 
leave. I see Forest Noel is here. Could we have him now? 

Mr. Poace. We will be glad to hear from him. 


91840—57——_5 
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STATEMENT OF FOREST NOEL, AUCTION MARKET OPERATOR, 
CATTLE AND SHEEPMAN, LEWISTOWN, MONT. ; VICE PRESIDENT, 
AMERICAN NATIONAL AUCTION MARKETS ASSOCIATION; REP- 
RESENTATIVE OF THE MONTANA STOCK GROWERS ASSOCIATION ; 
PAST PRESIDENT OF THE MONTANA BEEF COUNCIL 


Mr. Noet. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee; my name 
is Forest Noel. I own and operate a livestock market and a ranch 
in Lewiston, Mont. 

I am past president of the Montana Beef Council and a director of 
the National Beef Council. The Montana Beef Council is a going 
concern. Its directors are composed of representatives of the Mon- 
tana Stockgrowers Association, the Montana Auction Markets Asso- 
ciation, the Farm Bureau, the Montana Packers’ Association and the 
Montana Retailers’ Association. 

All the markets in Montana, at the insistence of the cattlemen, 
initiated the markoff system in the fall of 1954. During that time of 
almost 214 years only one producer has requested a refund of his 
contribution, which he received promptly, thus creating a mandate 
by the cattlemen of Montana that the markets in that State make 
a deduction for the Montana Beef Council to promote Montana Beef 
and Montana Feeder Cattle. 

It has been my privilege to talk to meetings of livestock producers 
in 38 States the last 2 years. I have found them to be almost unani- 
mous in their desire to create and support an organization to promcte 
the sale and consumption of their product. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I, as vice president 
of the American National Auction Markets Association, am authorized 
to represent that association at this hearing. 

The auction markets across the Nation believe that any improve 
ment made in the service rendered their consignors will likewise im- 
prove the health ef their industry. Realizing that service is all they 
have to offer for the tariff received from the producers for the selling 
of their livestock, the auction markets are fully convinced that the 
producers of livestock in this Nation desire this added service by their 
commissionmen. 

The auction markets are only too glad to assist the producers in 
creating a fund to promote the consumption of their product. We 
recommend the passage of H. R. 5244, which would allow us, as auction 
market operators, to legally, under the Stockyards and Packers Act 
by which we are supervised, make a voluntary checkoff when livestock 
are marketed—the purpose of this checkotff being to create a fund 
whereby the livestock producers of this country could meet the ever- 
growing competition of other foods through an organization that 
could promote the consumption of red meats. 

This would eliminate the necessity of Government subsidies and 
Government controls so that we might maintain what we believe to be 
a competitive free enterprise system of handling a serious problem 
which is threatening the economic welfare of our Nation’s livestock 
producers. 

I have a statement that was published in the Montana Stock 
Growers Association local paper, showing the receipts received during 
the months of November, December, and January. 
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We collected at the markets in Montana a total of $13,274.53 on the 
cattle sold at the markets in Montana. We sent to the National Live- 
stock and Meat Board $5,053.41. We sent to the National Beef 
Council $2,175.25. 

The balance remained in Montana to promote Montana beef and 
Montana feeder cattle. 

I would like to tear this out and file it as a part of the record for the 
Montana Beef Council. 

Mr. Poace. Without objection it will be included. 

(The data is as follows:) 


MontTANA BEEF PROMOTION FUNDS 


A report of receipts and disbursements of contributions received and dis- 
tributed by the Montana Beef Council for the quarter including November and 
December 1956 and January 1957. 


Receipts (during November and December 1956 and January 
1957): 
Collected by Cattle, 
Arrow Commission Co., Billings Public Stock- Number head Amount 





WO a ead itelenncieensed bé eph eeetin deen 10, 972 $624. 97 
Billings Livestock Commission, Billings._....... 48, 822 2, 441. 10 
Bozeman Livestock Auction Co., Bozeman______. 11, 342 577. 10 
Central Montana Auction Co., Lewistown_____- 25, 989 1, 299. 45 
Glasgow Livestock Sales, Glasgow ____________- 3, 722 186. 10 
Glendive Auction Co., Glendive...-.-..----__-_. 8, 653 432. 65 
Great Falls Livestock Commission, Great Falls 26, 958 1, 347. 98 
Havre Livestock Commission, Havre 18, 111 905. 55 
Miles City Livestock Auction, Miles City____ ~~ 36, 371 1, 818. 55 
Missoula Livestock Auction, Missoula__ ~~ _—_ L5, 581 T79. 05 
Montana Livestock Auction, Butte__..._.._._.__.___ 10, 452 522. 60 
Sig Ellingson & Co., Billings Public Yards_...... 20, 228 1, 054. 12 
Yellowstone Livestock Commission, Sidney_..... 18, 644 932. 20 
Sent in by individuals on direct sales___________ 8, 810 437. 93 


I accra ts een ea me as seasick os ies dicen ccc 15. 18 


Total receipts_- cic cnbitte sisticiciad Adie has aca 4 i Se 13, 374. 53 
Disbursements : 
Sent to National Livestock and Meat Board_________- 5, 053. 
Sent to National Beef Council_____ _- 7 
Montana Beef Council expenditures : 
(Note: No salaries are paid by the Montana Beef 
Council. <All services are donated by directors and 
officers. ) 
Peee ; (professionel) wins ecco uel oul S68. 0 
Advertising and promotional material__________ 947. 95 
ERT (OCIS D petit enki sad essere eee 530. 20 
Office expense (postage, etc.) .-......._______ 117. 33 


bo + 
aH jes 


1, 641. 98 





Risk ht Bcd cn dacien db Rte Bt whctenee 8, 870. 64 


Zalance on hand January 31, 1957_ pee 5, 983. 05 


Respectfully submitted. 
RALPH MIRACLE. Treasurer. 
Mr. Cootry. How did you do that in Montana, in the face of what 
Mr. Poage has said about the Packers and Stockyards Act? 
Mr. Nort. Mr. Cooley, I would like to know myself. 
( Laughter. ) 
Mr. Cootey. You did not have any difficulty about it ? 
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Mr. Norx. Yes, sir; we have had difficulty about it. And we have 
been threatened by the Department that they would close our markets. 

Mr. Coorry. Because of the voluntary checkoff ¢ 

Mr. Norn. Yes; because of the voluntary checkof. 

Mr. Coorey. If I understand it, you did not exact it from any 
farmer, he voluntarily agreed for the checkoff to be made and for you 
to transmit the money to ; the places where it was to be used ? 

Mr. Nor. That is right. 

Mr. Coorry. It was voluntary. 

Mr. Nori. Because of the coordination and cooperation and the 
demand of the ranchers of Montana, the Department has not seen fit 
yet to exercise that authority. 

Mr. Coorty. | unfortunately missed Mr. Butz’ statement, but I 
have now finished reading it. I would like to ask you whether or 
not. anybody in the beef industry has tried to convince Mr. Butz that 
a change should be made? 

Mr. Norx. Yes, sir; I have tried for 2 years; yes, sir. 

Mr. Cootey. You cannot change his mind? 

Mr. Noex. I cannot change the Department’s mind. I want you 
to understand every market in Montana is a posted Federal market. 

Mr. Cootey. Are the farmers out there pleased with what you have 
been — to do? 

Mr. Noe. We have had one man—— 

Mr. Cooter. All except the one man ? 

Mr. Nort. Yes, sir. And I would like to explain about this one 
man, if I may. 

(Laughter. ) 

Mr. Nort. He happens to be a man that is a little bit sore at Forest 
Noel. He is not sore at the system. He lives just 3 miles from my 
own market. 

Mr. Cootry. I thought you were going to say he was related to Earl] 
Butz. 

(Laughter. ) 

Mr. Norv. He lives just 3 miles from my own market and he trucks 
them 110 miles to another man’s market and then asks for his money 
back, 

Mr. Cootry. Thank you. 

Mr. Poacr. The Chair is much obliged to you, Mr. Noel. 

Mr. Nort. It is has been a pleasure to >be here. And I really believe 
in this legislation or I would not have traveled over 38 States at my 
own expense and my own time. I really believe in this program. 

Mr. Poage. I think the committee will take official knowledge of 
the fact that that is true of all of you or that you would not have 
attended as you all have. 

Mr. Fulk, whom would you like to call next ? 

Mr. Fux. I thought maybe you would be interested in knowing 
how a State has operated here recently. And I would like to call on 
No. 55 on the list; B. R. Smith, cattleman from Green Pond, S, C. 

Mr. Poace. We will be glad to hear from him. 

Mr. Fux. If he can explain what they have done in that one State 
it might serve as an example. 
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STATEMENT OF B. R. SMITH, GREEN POND, S. C., CATTLEMAN; 
SOUTH CAROLINA LIVESTOCK PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION; SOUTH 
CAROLINA LIVESTOCK COUNCIL 


Mr. SmirH. Mr. Chairman and members of the Agriculture Com- 
mittee, as stated, my name is B. R. Smith. I am president of the 
South Carolina Livestock Council and immediate past president of the 
South Carolina Livestock Producers Association and a member of the 
board of that organization, chairman of the Farm Bureau Livestock 
Committee, in South Carolina. 

We in South Carolina, as has been stated here by many witnesses, 
have felt for some time that a program of some kind for the promo- 
tion of meats and meat products could help us. 

And in so thinking we realized that it was difficult to launch a pro- 
gram that would be satisfactory to everybody. We knew that we 
could not get anybody who would give substantial contributions to 
promote our program. 

So in our State we went out and we contacted as many of the pro- 
ducers, small farmers as well as large farmers, and asked their opimion 
on it before we ever offered it to them. 

We asked their opinion. And we got very satisfactory results. 

We did not attempt to sell them a program on an automatic check- 
off. We sold them a program on a strictly voluntary basis. 

We have been operating in South Carolina since the first day of 
January, and I think that our record speaks for itself in that our 
first month’s collections or first month’s contributions, on a voluntary 
basis, were $574, strictly not solicited at markets, but by and through 
contacts in the field. 

I was told by the office, our secretary, yesterday, that for March 
already we have turned in almost $1,100, which is indication enough 
to me that the producers want this program. 

In South Carolina we have just one posted market. That market 
handles about from 600 to 1,000 cattle a week, and about 2,600 to 3,000 
hogs a week. 

Of course, that man cannot participate in this program due to this 
barrier here in the Packers and Stockyards Act. 

However, his people have indicated they do want to participate. So 
they are making direct contributions to the council themselves. 

You can see there when I made the statement that we have only one 
yard coming under the Packers and Stockyards Act that the National 
Livestock and Meat Board is not getting very much money out of 
South Carolina to carry on their activities. 

In our constitution and bylaws we have inserted that we will make, 
if it is acceptable to the National Livestock and Meat Board, an annual 
contribution or a monthly contribution or a semiannual contribution 
at their place. 

I think that is indication enough that if we support the amendment 
to the Packers and Stockyards Act that we have no intentions of 
interfering with the National Livestock and Meat Board in their 
activities. 
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I rather think that you will follow me in thinking that we feel like 
we can help support it more, by the checkoff system, because we feel 
that the national research program has to be. We feel that the promo- 
tional program has to be. 

I was a cotton grower until 1949. I quit cotton because I didn’t like 
to be told by the Government how many acres J could plant and where 
I could sell my cotton when I got through. 

So I quit that and put it into grass, 

(Off the record.) 

Mr. Smiru. I came here primarily to ask you people to help us in 
this problem. 

In South Carolina we felt that we certainly had to have an organiza- 
tion to administer these funds when they were collected. 

The question is going to come up as to how we will handle these 
funds. We have a definite program in South Carolina. We feel like 
we are going to follow it to the letter. 

We have promised our people that they will be informed as to how 
we are spending their money. And we intend to do that monthly by 
what we have now adopted as the South Carolina stock reporter, our 
council reporter. 

So we are very much in favor of an amendment before the House 
now. Wesupport it. The South Carolina Farm Bureau Federation 
is supporting the amended bill, not the original bill, but the amended 
bill, as it so stands. 

The South Carolina Producers Association backs it. And all of the 
county producer associations in our State have instructed me to go on 
record as supporting this amended bill. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you very much. We are delighted to have had 
you. 

Unfortunately, those bells mean a rollcall in the House at the present 
time and Members are going to have to appear on the flor. 

We don’t know what we will do this afternoon, what the situation 
will be this afternoon. ‘There may be rollealls a little later on. 

But the way we have been making progress on the bill now before the 
House the last 2 or 3 weeks it will be probably 2 or 3 more before we 
take a final vote. 

So we will come back at 2 o’clock with the anticipation of completing 
the hearings at that time. 

I notice that we have only a few more on this list. And then I notice 
Mr. Newman is here and we want to hear from a number of other of 
our friends who are here. 

I saw Mr. Baker a while ago. And we want to hear from those 
gentleman and will attempt to do that this afternoon. You will all 
bear in mind the attendance of this committee this afternoon entirely 
depends on what takes place on the floor. 

Before we close for the morning, I ask unanimous consent to have 
inserted in the record several telegrams and other documents which 
have been given to us to be inserted in the record. 

Hearing no objection, they will be so inserted in the record at this 
point. 
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(The telegrams, letters, and statements are as follows:) 


Cuicaeo, Itu., April 1, 1957. 
Hon. Haroitp D. CooLey, 
Chairman, House Committee on Agriculture, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The National Livestock Producers Association, through its member market- 
ing agencies, provides sales service on 90 livestock markets for more than 500,000 
livestock producers. 

We support the National Livestock and Meat Board as an industry project 
to promote the expanded use of red meat. 

We are instructed by our members and by our board of directors to oppose 
Senate bill 646. 

We have carefully reviewed the statement that will be presented by Charles B. 
Shuman on behaif of the American Farm Bureau Federation in opposition to 
this measure, and in order to conserve the time of your committee in considera- 
tion of this proposed legislation, rather than appear in person, we respectfully 
request that our organization be recorded as supporting the testimony of Mr. 
Shuman in opposition to this measure for the reasons set forth therein. 

P. O. WILSON, 
Secretary, National Livestock Producers Association. 


Curicaeo, In.., April 1, 1957. 
ion. HAROLD D. CooLry, 
Chairman, House Committee on Agriculture, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Corrected copy: “The National Livestock Producers Association, through its 
member marketing agencies, provides sales service on 90 livestock markets for 
more than 500,000 livestock producers. 

We support the National Livestock and Meat Board as an industry project to 
promote the expanded use of red meat. We are instructed by our members and 
by our board of directors to oppose H. R. 5244. 

We have carefully reviewed the statement that will be presented by Charles B. 
Shuman on behalf of the American Farm Bureau Federation in opposition to 
this measure, and in order to conserve the time of your committee in considera- 
tion of this proposed legislation, rather than appear in person, we respectfully 
request that our organization be recorded as supporting the testimony of Mr. 
Shuman in opposition to this measure for the reasons set forth therein. 

P. O. WILSON, 
Secretary, National Livestock Producers Association. 


CoLtumsts, Onto, April 3, 1957. 
Hon. HAroip D. Coo.ey, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

Our membership is strongly opposed to the type of legislation proposed in 
H. R. 5244. It would pit producer against producer and the substantial increase 
in cost to the producer would go largely to advertising agencies. We support a 
coordinated red meat promotion program under the National Livestock and 
Meat Board. 

D. R. STANFIELD, 
Evrecutive Secretary, Ohio Farm Bureau Federation. 


LOUISVILLE, Ky., April 7, 1957. 
J. M. CLARK, 
Hotel Mayflower: 

Kentucky Farm Bureau policy is as follows: We recommend that Kentucky 
Farm Bureau Federation expand and intensify their efforts toward the pro- 
gram with all State livestock sales agencies to bring about the voluntary check- 
off on livestock for the financing of the National Livestock and Meat Board in 
their promotion of the sale of all meat products. Further, we recommend that 
any such program is strictly on a voluntary character without governmental 
participation. 

JOHN W. Koon, 
Evrecutive Secretary, Kentucky Farm Bureau Federation. 
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Louisville, Ky., April 1, 1957. 


J. C. HOLBert, 
Mayflower Hotel: 

Our organization of sheep farmers represented on your board by vice presi- 
dent Roy Warrick asks to be recorded in hearings as approving Mundt-Poage 
markoff bill without reservation. 

NATIONAL SHEEP ASSOCIATION, 
SAMUEL R. GuarRpb, Secretary. 


FLORIDA BEEF COUNCIL, 
Kissimmee, Fla., March 29, 1957. 
Mr. CHARLES BENNETT, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Mr. BENNETT: This letter is to request your support of bill S. 646 which 
is, in our opinion, permissive legislation enabling federally inspected livestock 
markets to deduct 10 cents a head of stock sold for promotional or advertising 
purposes of the producers. 

The cattle industry is endeavoring to help themselves by voluntary deduc 
tions from sales to be used for the promotion of eating more beef. 

Both the Florida State Cattlemen’s Association and the Florida Beef Council, 
which was created by the Cattlemen’s Association, endorse this bill and would 
greatly appreciate your active support in its passage. 

Both the Florida State Cattlemen’s Association and the Florida Beef Coun 
cil, which was created by the Cattlemen’s Association, endorse this bill and 
would greatly appreciate your active support in its passage. 

We believe that the Department of Agriculture’s attitude that this bill is 
compulsory is entirely out of line and hope that you may use your influence 
toward having the Department change its arbitrary attitude. 

We thank you for whatever you may do for us in this instance. 

Sincerely yours, 
LeEDLEY H. WEAR, 
Florida Beef Council 


FLORIDA MEAT PACKERS ASSOCIATION, 
Orlando, Fla., March 28, 1957. 
Mr. CHARLES BENNETT, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. BENNETT: The independent meat packers of Florida favor a pas 
sage of S. 646--an amendment to the Packers and Stockyards Act which will make 
deductions for beef promotion possible on livestock sold at federally inspected 
stoekyards and auction markets. 

No doubt you have heard about this bill from the Florida Beef Couneil and 
from the Florida Cattlemen’s Association. We understand that it is now in 
committee and a hearing is scheduled on Monday, April 1. We would appreci 
ate any help you can give in making our view known to the members of this 
committee—and we hope you will be able to support it when it reaches the 
floor. 

As we see it, no good national beef promotion is possible without nationwide 
contributions such as this bill will authorize. Here in Florida, where no mar- 
kets are as vet under Federal inspection, deductions are already being made 
and many of our independent packers are making deductions also on cattle 
sold direct to them—for support of the Florida Beef Council. The Florida 
funds so contributed go partially toward national beef promotion. Obviously, 
we are paying an outsize share of national beef promotion costs so long as the 
large middle-western producing areas whose production is sold largely through 
federally inspected markets and stockyards are not able to contribute. 

As an individual, and as president of the Florida Meat Packers Association, 
I wholeheartedly endorse passage of this legislation. 

Very truly yours, 
Raven K. Gee, 
President, Florida Meat Packers Association 


fe AER NPL 





SELF-HELP MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAM 67 


Soutu CAROLINA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, INC., 
Columbia, 8S. C., April 4, 1957. 
Hon. Rospert T. ASH MORE, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeAR Mr. ASHMORE: Livestock checkoff legislation (H. R. 5244) at the na- 
tional level is not needed and is not good. 

Of course, we in Farm Bureau in South Carolina are quite in full support 
of the idea of various producer groups assessing themselves on a voluntary 
checkoff basis for the purpose of conducting sales promotion programs; but we 
are not favorably inclined toward Federal legislation in this respect and we are 
particularly keen in our opposition to the idea of giving the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, whoever he may be, the authority to designate a cattle association, or 
a Swine association, or a sheep association in each State to handle such check- 
off funds. 

Knowing as I do that you are a stanch advocate of States rights, I feel con- 
fident that you will hasten to grant our request that you oppose any such legis- 
lation as H. R. 5244 or its companion in the Senate, S. 646. 

At the very first opportunity will you please oppose either or both of these 
bills and any other bill designed to accomplish a similar purpose. 

Kindest regards and best wishes. 

Yours sincerely, 
EK. H. AGNew, President. 


OSKALOOSA, Iowa, April 1, 1957. 
J. C. HOLBERT, 


Mayflower Hotel: 

Iowa Flock Owners Association give you their 100 percent backing on the 
proposed checkoff legislation that you are now seeking in Washington through 
the passage of Senate file 646. 

A farm group seems to be opposed to this, the same as they were to the 
American Sheep Producers Council. 

We found through referendum vote the sheep program carried 72 percent 
and if it was to be voted upon today it would carry better than 95 percent. 
The sheep industry needs this legislation that you seek, the same as the hog 
and cattle industry does. 

JOHN SHIVVERS, 
President. 

Roy 3. WARkRICK, 
Director. 


STATEMENT OF AMERICAN STOCKYARDS ASSOCIATION BY ITS PRESIDENT, 
A Z. BAKER, OF CLEVELAND, OHIO 


The American Stockyards Association is a voluntary association of the own- 
ers and operators of 38 of the major public stockyards of the United States, all 
of which are conducted and operated as public markets and posted by the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture under the provisions of the Packers and Stockyards Act 
of 1921. 

In the year 1956, the members of this association handled for sale 15,470,203 
cattle, 3,133,416 calves, 21,358,121 hogs, and 7,123,444 sheep and lambs, equiva- 
lent to 57.6 percent of the cattle, 25.2 percent of the calves, 27.2 percent of the 
hogs and 44.3 percent of the sheep and lambs slaughtered commercially in the 
United States that year. 

The members of this association are primarily engaged in providing and 
furnishing stockyard facilities and services in connection with the receiving, 
feeding, watering, holding, delivery. shipment, weighing, and handling of live- 
stock in commerce: and, except in rare cases and in limited areas, are not regis- 
tered and do not operate as market agencies selling livestock for producers. 

While the members of this association generally would not be responsible for 
making, accounting for, and remitting the deductions contemplated in the pro- 
posed amendment, they would be affected in the same degree as the market 
agencies doing business on their stockyards by any diversion of livestock to or 
from the markets they operate by reason of the attempt on the part of the 
market agencies to make the proposed deductions from the proceeds of sales of 
livestock. 











68 SELF-HELP MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAM 


This association and its members commend livestock producers for their de- 
sire to help themselves by supporting research into the problems concernins 
meat and other products derived from livestock, and promoting the sale and 
increased consumption of such meat and other products; although, in the ab- 
sence of any information in respect to contemplaed programs, it may question 
the need for or the efficacy of research or promotion in addition to that alread) 
being carried on by the Federal and State departments of agriculture, the land- 
grant colleges, the Extension Service, the National Livestock and Meat Board 
and other public and private organizations, companies and individuals engaged 
in research and promotion in this field. 

This association and its members are and would be prepared to encourage 
and assist in every proper way in carrying out any feasible program for the 
benefit of the livestock producers they serve, but the American Stock Yards 
Association opposes any new tax, assessment, deduction, or checkoff on the sale 
or marketing of livestock that is not universally and uniformly applied, unless 
such tax, assessment, deduction, or checkoff has been specifically and individually 
authorized by the owner of such livestock. 

Nothing in the proposed amendment gives any assurance that the proposed 
deductions would be universally or uniformly applied in connection with sales 
at nonposted markets, private buying points, or even at all posted markets or 
by all market agencies at a particular market. The amendment would authorize 
but not require market agencies individually to make deductions when requested 
by approved organizations or associations which support research and promote 
the sale and consumption of meat. 

The only hope for substantial acceptance and exercise of the authority or per 
mission provided in the amendment lies in the approval by the Secretary of 
Agriculture of the organization or association for the use of which such deduc 
tions might be made. Without such approval, the market agency would be re 
quired to make a selection from those organizations and associations requesting 
such deduction based upon limited information in respect to the qualifications 
of the organizations or associations or those they represent. The market agen 
cies would find it difficult and undesirable to resort to such discrimination 
The alternative would be for the market agency to make deductions on behalf of 
all organizations and associations requesting such service. The act requires 
every market agency to furnish services without discrimination, and to establish, 
observe and enforce just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory regulations and 
practices in respect to their services. 

The proposed amendment would necessitate modification of wholesome prac 
tices required in regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture under 
the act which provide that no market agency shall pay the net proceeds, or any 
part thereof, arising from the sale of livestock consigned to it for sale to any 
person other than the consignor or owner of such livestock, except under orders 
of the Secretary or a court of competent jurisdiction, unless such market agenc) 
holds a written order authorizing such payment executed by the owner at the time 
of or immediately following the consignment of such livestock; and that the 
market agency shall, before the close of the next business day following the 
sale of any livestock consigned to it for sale, transmit or deliver to the consignor 
or shipper of such livestock, or his duly authorized agent, the net proceeds re 
ceived from the sale and a written account showing all lawful charges. 

It is seriously questioned whether a market agency could or should be 
authorized or permitted to exercise discretion and make deductions from the 
proceeds arising from the sale of livestock consigned to it for sale without specific 
order of the Secretary or prior authorization of the consignor or shipper. 

The difficulties which the organization or association seeking such deduction 
might encounter in securing specific authorization of the owner of livestoc! 
is no justification for the arbitrary deduction and diversion to others of a part 
of the proceeds of the sale of livestock without the specific authorization of the 
consignor or owner of such livestock. 

The bill limits deductions to 10 cents per head for cattle or calves and 5 cents 
per head for swine, sheep and lambs. Deductions, if made on all livestock 
commercially slaughtered in the United States, would produce slightly more than 
$8 million a year; deductions only from all sales at posted markets would provide 
nearly $6 million a year; and deductions from all sales made at markets operated 
by the members of the American Stockyards Association would produce some 
what more than $3 million a year. While these are substantial amounts and, if 
wisely employed, could be effective in supplementing research and promotion 
being carried on by others; nevertheless the effectiveness might be dissipated as 
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the total deductions are distributed among the different organizations and as- 
sociations, and result in requests for additional or increased deductions in the 
future. 

The proposed amendment raises serious practical questions which would be 
avoided by resorting to specific authorization by the shipper or owner of the 
livestock at the time of, or prior to the delivery of such livestock to the market 
agency for sale. In such cases, no amendment of the act would be necessary. 

The American Stockyards Association therefore opposes the proposed amend- 
ment and urges that, unless objectionable features can be eliminated, the Packers 
and Stockyards Act not be amended. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. LERoy ANDERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
SeconD District OF MONTANA 


Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, as a small-scale cattleman 
myself, I am vitally concerned by the present depressed state of the industry. 
The stockgrowers’ plight is not improving and corrective action is very obviously 
needed. One such course of action is possible through H. R. 3749, a measure to 
amend the Packers and Stockyards Act, to permit deductions for a self-help meat- 
promotion program. 

A similar program has been in operation in Montana since November 1954, 
whereby 5 cents per head was deducted. It, too, is voluntary. I have happily 
participated in this program in Montana. In all that time, I am told, there only 
have been two shippers who protested, and they received prompt refunds. The 
active group in Montana under which this program operates is the Montana Beef 
Council, representing producers, small packers, and the livestock markets associa- 
tion. Similar organizations are in operation in other States. 

This amendment, as proposed by H. R. 3749, would permit deduction from the 
proceeds of sales a reasonable and nondiscriminatory sum, when requested to do 
so by an organization sponsored by the producers of the species of livestock sold. 

Now, gentlemen, the cattle ranchers of Montana are in dire distress. They 
have every right to compete with other segments of industry for the consumer's 
dollar. They have met with only banalities from high Government sources. Yet, 
all these stockmen desire at this point is freedom of choice in promoting their 
own product. This is possible through permissive legislation providing for a 
voluntary checkoff program such as H. R. 3749 provides. Many farm groups are 
supporting this measure at the important local and State levels. 

I think it is about time we arrange this small measure of self-help, and respect- 
fully urge you gentlemen to favorably consider this amendment to the Packers 
and Stockyards Act—without any cost to the Government being involved. 


STATEMENT OF EDWIN E. MARSH, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NATIONAL WOOL GROWERS 
ASSOCIATION, SALT LAKE Crry, UTaH 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Edwin E. Marsh. 
I am executive secretary of the National Wool Growers Association, with head- 
quarters in Salt Lake City, Utah. Our organization has been the spokesman for 
the sheep-producing industry of the United States for the past 92 years. Our 
members are grassroot growers of sheep, lambs, and wool. Most of our member- 
ship is in the range area of the West and Texas where over 65 percent of the 
United States sheep population is found. 

The National Wool Growers Association, at its 92d annual meeting held Jan- 
uary 21 to 24 this year, adopted the following resolution : 

“We recommend that Congress establish a uniform method of collecting funds 
for meat promotion embodying the following principles: 

“That each segment of the livestock industry determine its own program of ad- 
vertising and promotion, including the amount of funds necessary; 

“That individual producers shall have the right to request and receive a re- 
fund of any money collected. 

“It is the policy of the National Wool Growers Association that a definite 
proportion of funds collected shall be allocated to the National Livestock and 
Meat Board.” 
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Since the sheep industry of the entire country is now conducting an extensive 
lamb and wool advertising and promotion program through the American Sheep 
Producers Council, under section 708 of the National Wool Act of 1954, the ques- 
tion naturally arises as to our interest in securing the legislation described in the 
above resolution. 

As long as the National Wool Act and the promotion program made possible 
under section 708 of that act remain in existence, the sheep industry will prob- 
ably not elect to go into the promotion program which this proposed legislation 
will permit. Many sheep producers tell us the National Wool Act is proving to 
be the salvation of the sheep industry and one of its important features is an 
effective producer-financed promotion program. 

Although work under this lamb and wool promotion program was just initiated 
in January of 1956, members of our industry are convinced that it has been an 
important factor in the improved markets for their products. They do not 
want any legislation enacted at this time that would interfere with the current 
program, but they do wish to provide a source of funds to continue this valuable 
promotion program if the time should come when funds are not available from 
growers under provisions of the Wool Act. 

The legislation under consideration here today does provide such a source 
for promotion and research funds. If enacted, it will not duplicate collection of 
funds from sheepmen, but it is enabling legislation which will permit promotion 
deductions on sales at posted markets. If or when section 708 funds are no 
longer available for promotion of the products of the sheep industry, an organi- 
zation sponsored by the sheep producers could ask that deductions be made on 
sales of sheep and lambs as provided under the proposed legislation. 

The National Wool Growers Association, therefore, endorses the principle of 
the legislation being considered here today. In the interest of the members of 
sheep industry whom we represent, we do, however, respectfully suggest that 
certain amendments be made in the proposed legislation. 

First, since it is the intent of the livestock producers who want to see this 
legislation enacted, that promotion collections be made not only at the posted 
markets but at country points as well, we feel that it would strengthen the 
legislation and the cooperation of firms on posted markets if in some manner 
the legislation could set forth the intent of providing meat promotion collec 
tions not only on posted markets but also by packer buyers at country points, 
country buying commission firms, and auction sales not already posted. A re 
liable 1949 study revealed that almost three-fourths of the lambs produced in 
11 western States, where nearly half of the United States lamb crop is grown, 
were sold at country points. We are advised by our sheep producers that an 
even larger share of the lamb crop is now sold direct in the country. 

Of course, if it were possible to make collections mandatory both at posted 
markets and at country points. upon the signing of an agreement between the 
Secretary of Agriculture and the producer-sponsored organizations, subject to 
refund if the shipper objects, then funds would automatically be provided for a 
most effective promotion program. Also, practically all producers would then 
bear their fair share of the cost of the program, as is now being done in the 
lamb and wool promotion program made possible under section 708 of the 
National Wool Act. 

Our second suggestion is that the proposed bill be amended to put the program 
on a national basis. As presently written, the deductions for meat promotion 
could be requested by 3 organizations representing cattle, sheep, and swine 
in each of the 48 States. This would greatly complicate the book work of the 
agencies making the deductions and curtail their willingness to cooperate. It 
can be avoided, we believe, if the deductions are remitted to one agency, such 
as the National Livestock and Meat Board, already set up, and that agency 
in turn disburses the proper amounts to each segment of the industry as may 
be directed by such segment. The National Livestock and Meat Board is sug- 
gested as the agency to receive the deductions because it is already functioning 
on funds collected at the markets from the sales of the various livestock species 
and undoubtedly will continue to be the recipient of part of the funds to be 
collected under the proposed legislation, as everyone in the livestock industry 
recognizes the value of the work the Meat Board has done in sponsoring meat 
research and promotion. 

We also respectfully suggest that limitations on amounts to be deducted for 
the various species of livestock not be set up in the law. We suggest that the 
deduction to be made be fixed through agreements with the Secretary of Agri- 
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culture and the organizations representing the various livestock segments. 
Specifically any deduction made from lamb sales must, in our opinion, be suffi- 
cient to cover wool promotion also. This is justified in view of the importance 
the value of the lamb pelt plays in prices paid by packers for live lambs. There- 
fore, we are not sure that the 5-cent limit now set in the bill will be sufficient 
to cover promotion programs for both lamb and wool. 

We agree wholeheartedly with the provision in the bill permitting any pro- 
ducer to obtain a refund of the deduction made upon proper written reauest. 

In conclusion, we wish again to endorse the principle of making possible self- 
help meat promotion programs and again request that sheep and lambs be 
included in the legislation so that it may be used, if necessary, to continue 
funds for our present very successful lamb and wool promotion program, 


STATEMENT OF J. R. Mimpurn, Grass RANGE, MONT. 


This morning I stated I would submit a statement to file with the House Agri- 
culture Committee. 

As my testimony has been ably submitted by Don Collins, president of Amer- 
ican National Cattlemen's Association, and by Mr. Forrest Noel and Mrs. Asby 
Hardy, of Montana, I will not file a statement. 

Mr. Poacr. The committee will now stand in recess until 2 o’clock 
this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p. m., this day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Poacr. The committee will please come to order. 

I think probably, in view of the situation we have on the floor, and 
members not knowing and I not knowing what the business is going 
to be, possibly it would be helpful all the way around if we would now 
hear from the opposition, not precluding anybody, not cutting any- 
body off, but unless we do, we might not get an opportunity of hear- 
ing all sides of the thing. 

I do not know who is here in opposition, but I know there is some 
opposition. 

Ifow many witnesses are here in opposition to this / 

(There was a showing of hands.) 

Mr, Poacr. There are 4 that I see, 5. 

Mr. Neumann. Mr. Chairman, we are not here in opposition, but 
we are here to present testimony from the National Livestock and 
Meat Board. 

Mr. [NGwersen. Mr. Chairman, the same holds true for me. I am 
representing the Chicago Livestock Exchange, and we are not here 
In opposition, but we would just like to have an opportunity of making 
a statement. 

Mr. HerneMann. | am representing the exchanges of several of 
the midwestern markets, and the same is true of us. We are not 
opposing the principle of the thing, but some of the mechanies. 

Mr. Poage, I think we all recognize we have got to go into the 
mechanics of the thing. Why do we not listen to those who have a 
different. view from that we have been hearing, for the time being, 
and then we will pass back to the others so that we will be sure that 
we will have all the views submitted. 

Mr. Shuman, would you like to start ? 

Mr. SuumMan. All right, sir, be glad to. 
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES B. SHUMAN, PRESIDENT, THE AMERICAN 
FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Suuman. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have four of our 
State presidents to come up here and make supplemental statements. 

Mr. Poacr. We will be glad to have them. 

Mr. Suuman. Mr, Schenck— 

Mr. Poace. You just call anybody you would like to come up here 
and appear with you at this time. We will be glad to hear them. 

Mr, Suuman (continuing). Mr. Hassil Schenck, president of the 
Indiana Farm Bureau and member of the board; Mr. Roy Davis, 
president of the Virginia Farm Bureau; Mr. Arthur L. Andersen, 
president of the Colorado Farm Bureau Federation; and Mr. Louis 
Rozzoni, president of the California Farm Bureau Federation. 

Mr. Poace. If you gentlemen will come up to the table here with 
Mr. Shuman, we will be glad to hear you. 

Mr. Suuman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Charles B. Shuman, and I am president of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation, and would like to present a statement in opposi- 
tion to these bills, H. R. 5244 and S. 646. 

We appreciate the opportunity of presenting the views of the Amer- 
ican Farm Bureau Federation on FL. R. 5244 and 8. 646 which would 
amend the Packers and Stockyard Act of 1921 to authorize a checkoff 
on sales of livestock at posted markets to finance activities of State 
livestock associations designated by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation is strongly of the belief 
that promotional work is essential for agricultural commodities, and 
is stimulating interest among farmers to urge increased support for 
sound, well-coordinated programs to promote—without duplication 
of effort—the increased sale and total consumption of farm products. 
We have a direct interest in this subject, inasmuch as a majority of 
our ee have as their principal source of income the sale of hogs. 
sheep, beef, or dairy cattle. 

The organization has aggressively supported the work of such na- 
tional promotion: il groups as the American Dairy Association, the 
Poultry and Egg National Board, the United Fresh Fruit and Vege 
table Association, and the National Livestock and Meat Board. 

These groups have been specifically established to promote in- 
creased consumption of agricultural commodities on a well-coordi 
nated national basis. More rece ntly, these groups have been working 
together as a unit to coordinate their activities insofar as practical, 
not only on domestic promotional programs, but also on programs to 
increase exports of these commodities. 

We are strongly opposed to H. R. 5244 and S. 646. It is our 
opinion that such legislation is both unnecessary and contrary to the 
best interests of livestock producers and feeders. 

It would be a sad day, indeed, for American agriculture if the 
principle of the “checkoff procedure” were to be substituted for the 
voluntary method of membership acquisition to finance activities of 
commodity associations. Is it any more right in principle to e mploy 
this procedure for financing commodity programs than it is in the 
general farm organization field? 

These bills, if enacted into law, would make it possible for the 
Secretary of Agriculture to authorize separate State livestock asso 
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ciations to receive funds deducted by marketing agencies on all live- 
stock sold at posted markets for advertising and promotional pur- 
poses. This would result in a large number of separate State pro- 
grams for the promotion of meat. S. 646 clearly contemplates sepa- 
rate State organizations for each species of slaughter livestock; that 
is, sheep, swine, and cattle. This could mean 14 separate State as- 
sociations. 

Moreover, a disagreement over policy or change in the administra- 
tion of the United States Department of Agriculture could result in 
pe ancellation of any and all authorizations for State livestock asso- 

‘ations to receive funds and the designation of an entirely different 
“roup of associations. 

This has serious political implications. We don’t think any Secre- 
tary of Agriculture should be given such power over the efforts of 
produc ers to promote the sale of their products. 

Separate State programs and possible separate programs for each 
individual species of livestock, would result in duplication of effort 
and consequent waste of livestock producers’ funds. Such programs 
would tend to reduce the effective work of, and support for, the Na- 
tional Livestock and Meat Board, an industry-wide organization 
which has been doing outstanding work in research, education, and 
meat promotion for 33 years on a ne ationwide basis. 

A national program is desirable inasmuch as the States with the 
vreatest potential for increased meat consumption are not generally 
the ones with the greatest livestock production. 

H. R. 5244 and S. 646 would require all marketing agencies making 
deductions on posted markets to keep detailed and voluminous records 
at considerable expense, which in turn would be passed on to livestock 
producers. The State of origin of every animal handled would have 
to be determined before deductions could be made and the funds trans- 
mitted to each authorized State association. 

This not only would add unnecessarily to marketing costs of pro- 
ducers, but also would delay the payment of shipper’s proceeds. In 
some cases where livestock had passed through several hands, it would 
be difficult or impossible to determine the State of origin. 

It also would be most confusing, both to producers and to marketing 
agencies, if this legislation were to result in two separate deductions— 
one for the National Livestock and Meat Board, which the majority 
of marketing agencies are now making, and one deduction to be trans- 
mitted to State livestock associations, 

The passage of this legislation would seriously jeopardize the con- 
tinuation of the National Livestock and Meat Board’s program. Sub- 
section (d) of H. R. 5244 provides that— 
the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to pass on the qualifications of and 
to designate not more than one producer-sponsored agency in each State as being 
the proper producer-sponsored organization or organizations to support such 
research and conduct such promotional work in such State or States and any 
agency so selected shall be authorized to cooperate with other like agencies in 
other States. 

Since the Livestock and Meat Board is a national rather than a 
State organization, it presumably would be ineligible to receive funds 
collected pursuant to this legislation. Subsection (d) of S. 646 ap- 
pears to have a similar effect and is even more explicit in its authoriza- 
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tion and encouragement of checkoff financing for 144—that is, 3 for 
each of the 48 States—State commodity programs. 

Marketing agencies in increasing numbers have been making deduc 
tions from shippers’ proceeds on both posted and unposted mi arkets for 
support of the National Livestock and Meat Board. As an industry- 
wide organization serving the entire red meat industry, it has limited 
its activities to research and educational type programs. 

In financing the work of the National Livestock and Meat Board 
program, livestock growers and feeders contribute at the rate of 
cents per head on ¢ atle, two-thirds cent per head on hogs and calves, 
and two-fifths cent per head on sheep and lambs. 

The collections are made by the livestock marketing interests at the 
time the animals are sold and are matched by the participating packers 
who slaughter the animals. In many instances where packers buy 
livestock direct from farmers, the packers make the deduction and 
then match it with their own funds. 

There is no legal obstacle to the development of a truly voluntary 
checkoff for promotional activities on individual species of livestock if 
livestock producers want such a program. Under existing law, mar- 
keting agencies on both posted and unposted markets are free to make 
deductions from shippers’ proceeds, provided they have prior consent 
of individual shippers. 

The proposed checkoff legislation, in addition to encouraging sepa- 
rate promotional programs in each State for hogs, cattle, and sheep, 
also apparently contemplates development of large- scale paid adver- 
tising programs. Such proposals raise far-reaching questions that 
never have been raised by the National Livestock and Meat Board's 
industrywide program of research and education. There is good 
reason to believe that competitive advertising programs for beef, 
pork, and lamb would tend to offset each other to a considerable 
degree. 

In addition, a paid advertising program would sharply reduce the 
enormous amount of free newspaper, TV, and radio publicity cur- 
rently provided the livestock industry and its promotion programs. 

There also is danger that the development of producer-sponsored 
advertising programs would merely mean that a part of the cost of 
existing advertising would be transferred from processors and retail- 
ers to producers. Conservative estimates based on the most accurate 
figures available show that the Nation’s meatpacking industry spent 
at, least $50 million advertising meat in 1955, and that the Nation’s 
500,000 retail food stores spent a similar amount, to bring total 
expenditures for meat advertising up to at least $100 million a year. 

Some proponents of this legislation argue that the program of 
the National Livestock and Meat Board is too restrictive in that it 
deals primarily in the field of research and education to increase 
meat consumption and does not carry on research in quality improve- 
ment and control and eradication of livestock diseases and parasites. 

We would point out that the Congress and many State legislatures 
provide considerable funds for carrying on this type of research, 
and that the industry is presently well organized to carry on pro- 
grams for the control and eradication of livestock diseases. 

We would add further that great progress is being made through 
a well-coordinated indusvry program to increase the production and 
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marketing of meat-type hogs. We doubt if any useful purpose would 
be served with individual State livestock associations sponsoring 
separate research programs in these fields and that if they did so, 
it would tend to change the whole pattern of financing and admin- 
istration of research currently conducted through our State agricul- 
tural experiment stations in the land-grant college system. 

In our judgment, there is very little support among rank-and-file 
livestock producers and feeders for additional chee koffs to finance 
separate programs for beef and pork outside the National Livestock 
and Meat Board. 

There is, however, strong support for strengthening the work of 
the Meat Board. The American Farm Bureau Federation and ovr 
member State organizations will cooperate with all livestock and 
meat industry groups in efforts to further improve this invaluable 
program. 

In summary, we wish to reemphasize that the National Livestock 
and Meat. Board is the logical organization to promote the increased 
consumption of red meats, that producers’ money should not be 
checked off and divided into a large number of separate State pro- 
grams for individual species of livestock, each competing with and, 
to a considerable extent, canceling out the efforts of the other, and all 
subject. to the control of a Secretary of Agriculture. 

We feel that this legislation is unnecessary and contrary to the 
best interests of livestock producers and feeders, 

Now, in introducing these four gentlemen, I want to make this 
statement——— 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Shuman, may I ask, before you introduce these 
gentlemen—— 

Mr. Suuman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poace (continuing). And not wanting to impose upon the 
committee or witnesses, but I would like to call attention to some 
of the things I mentioned to Mr. Butz this morning. 

It seems to me, page 3, the first paragraph, or two paragraphs, 
you have there, you either misinterpreted the bill I introduced or I 
am not sure of what you say in your paper, where you say that 
H. R. 5244 would require keeping of voluminous records. 

I think that is true, and I think you would have to keep records 
if you are gong to keep any kind of accounting but you say: 

The State of origin of every animal handled would have to be determined 
before deductions could be made and the funds transmitted to each authorized 
State association. 

I do not understand that. I did not so understand the bill as I 
introduced it, and I do not believe it does that. I just wonder whether 
you or I are mistaken about it. 

Mr. Suuman. Well, our conclusion is that it does. 

Mr. Poace. Well, where, what is there about it to make you think 
so, because I deliberately took out the provisions which were in that 
original draft which were intended to do that. 

Mr. Suuman. Well, the provision which says that the Secretary 
shall designate in each State certainly requires that, or certainly 
would imply that, the marketing agency would need to send a check- 
off deducted, to that State agency. 
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Mr. Poaer. I say the Secretary shall designate an agency in each 
State, but it does not say if there is an animal sold in the Chicago 
market that originated in Wyoming, that there shall be some ac- 
counting to Wyoming. There is nothing in here which says any- 
thing about that. There is in some of these bills. 

Mr. SHuman. Well, I think that is correct. However, I do not 
believe that the livestock producers from Wyoming are going to 
tolerate 

Mr. Poage. Maybe they would not, but all I am talking about is, 
you — the positive statement that the bill I introduc ed requires 
that. I donot think that it does. 

Now, maybe the bill I introduced is not acceptable to certain people. 
That is entirely a different question. All I am trying to do is just 
get the facts out here. 

Mr. Suuman. I think you are correct on H. R. 5244, it does not 
require it. 

Mr. Poace. That is all I am talking about, and I just want my own 
bill correctly presented to this group. 

I do not want to have it presented as somebody else’s bill presented 
here under my name, because I did not introduce a bill of that kind. 

Mr. Suuman. I stand corrected, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Scuencxk. Mr. Chairman, might I make a statement there? 
Quoting your bill, Congressman, H. R. 5244 provides that the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture is authorized to pass on the qualifications of and 
to designate not more than one produc er-sponsored agency in each 
State as being the proper producer-sponsored organization or organ- 
izations to support such research, and so on, to the end of the quote. 

We hope we quoted your bill correctly. 

Mr. Poace. But _you did not quote my bill correctly, and that is 
exactly the point I am making. That has nothing in the world to 
do with the statement Mr. Shuman makes here, that you would have 
to determine the State of origin and make a return to the State of 
origin, of the money collected at terminal markets. It simply says 
that there may be an association in each State and that the Secretary 
shall determine, which association it shall be. Now, as far as I am 
concerned, I think there is maybe a good deal of merit in what the 
Secretary suggested this morning, letting him stay out of the whole 
thing. I have no objection to that. 

But as long as we are discussing H. R. 5244, I want. to keep the 
provisions of H. R. 5244 separate and distinct aa some other bill, 
hecause what you are actually referring to are the provisions in the 
Berry bill, are you not ¢ 

Mr. Scuenck. Yes, sir, S. 646 does require that. 

Mr. Poacer. That is right. And I went to some pains to see that 
this bill did not require that. And that is the reason, I do not want 
to offer any criticism, but I just want to make it plain when you 
make a statement that this bill does do that, after I went to some 
pains to see that it did not do that, then I think it is just fair that we 

make it plain that you are talking about the wrong bill. 

Mr. Suvman. Mr. Chairman, we stand corrected. 

Mr. Poacr. Please understand, I do not charge anything wrong, 
except I do think there was an error there. 
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Mr. Suuman. I am sure that many of the organizations support- 
ing S. 646 would not support H. R. 5244 if the States where the 
market was were to retain the checkoff. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Shuman, I am not raising any question about 
whether it is good or bad legislation. All t am trying to do is get it 
clear before this committee as to what we are proposing, and not 
saying what ought to be proposed. 

You have a perfect right to say what you think ought to be pro- 
posed, but let’s not put words in my mouth to the effect that I am 
proposing something, simply because you think it ought to be pro- 
posed or because you think it ought not to be proposed. 

Because I want to say I deliberately and carefully left out the 
thing you object to, and then to come ‘along and say that the pro- 
posed ill is objectionable because it has in it the things that I took 
out, I want to get it cleared up that it has been left out of my bill. 

Mr. SuumMan. We accept the correction. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Poaere. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. SHumMaANn. Now, in making these supplemental statements, I 
want to clarify what seems to be some misconception in some of the 
previous testimony, and that is the status of State resolutions in the 
American Farm Bureau Federation. 

This is not the first time where, in the discussion of issues, State 
Farm Bureaus in their own State conventions have differed, and some 
States have differed on this issue. But when we come into the na- 
tional convention, where we have the delegates from all of the States 
participating, and we adopt a position on this or some other legisla- 
tion, that position automatically becomes the position of all the State 
Farm Bureaus in the United States, regardless of what action they 
took in their own State convention. 

There is provision, of course, if a State Farm Bureau feels very 
strongly, that they provide in writing an exception to the position 
taken by the national organization. 

As of this moment, we have had no notice or no action by any State 
Farm Bureau in support of either one of these bills; and so, the 
actions taken by the State Farm Bureaus in their conventions in 
November, or October, or Dec rember, were simply advisory to and 
recommendations to the nationwide American Farm Bureau Feder- 
ation convention. 

Therefore, our statement is correct that no State Farm Bureau is 
in support of these bills, as far as we have been informed. 

Now, we have with us Mr. Hassil Schenck, president of the Indiana 
Farm Bureau and a member of the board of directors of the American 
Farm Bureau, and I would like, if it is agreeable, for him to make 
a brief statement. 

Mr. Poace. We are glad to hear from Mr. Schenck. 


STATEMENT OF HASSIL E. SCHENCK, PRESIDENT, INDIANA FARM 
BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Scuenck. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
think there isn’t an individual in this room here but what. believes 
in a program of research and in a program of advertising. 

Mr, Poage. Mr. Schenck, you may be seated if you want to. 











78 SELF-HELP MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAM 


Mr. ScHenck. I would just as soon stand up. I have been sitting 
most of the day. 

Mr. Poser. That is perfectly all right. 

Mr. Scuenck. And I hope that I conclude that that would be a true 
statement. It is the method by which it is done that seems to be the 
element of disagreement here. 

We now have a well-coordinated national program which is raising, 
I think, in the neighborhood of $1,200,000 on the basis of 24 cent per 
hog, 24 cent for sheep and lambs, and 2 cents for cattle. 

This is matched, by an equal amount, and the two together make up 
the $1,200,000, by the packers of the Nation. In my humble opinion, 

rather than to have a program set up subject to supervision by a 
Government department, it would be far better to expand the program 
which we already have. 

We are currently getting an enormous volume of advertising free 
from radio. Radio stations are requested by the Federal Communi 
cations Commission to devote so much of their time to different types 
of public service. That is advertising that is not costing us money 
today. 

But if we ever started paying for one bit of that kind of advertising, 
we would pay for all of it or we wouldn’t get it. We would stand 
to lose there. 

The industry, from the processors, handlers, wholesalers, on through 
to the retailers, are spending something like $100 million a year. I 
have the humble opinion that research is pretty largely in the realm 
of private enterprise. We have just recently completed raising a 
considerable amount of money in Indiana and, with the cooperation 
of Purdue University, we are putting in a research evaluation labora- 
tory. 

Why are we doing about that? We are wanting to produce what 
the consuming public wants and to produce it at the lowest possible 
cost. 

If you will pardon an experience that I had not so long ago, I was 
invited by the Indiana Chain Stores Council, as a member of the 
board of directors of the Indiana Farm Bureau, ‘to visit one of their 
retail establishments. I will concede I think they took us to the best 
one they had. I would have done the same thing had I been in their 
place. 

I observed the pork counter there of some 80 feet, and a small portion 
of that, the most remote portion, was the meat-type hog. The larger 
portion was the lard-type hog, and this was at a time when hogs were 
selling from $11 to $12 a hundred. 

The average price of this smaller display was 10 cents a pound 
higher than the average price of the other. I stood there, Congress- 
men, for 20 minutes, and saw a continuous stream of people go by. A 
few purchases were made on the lard-type display, but the big majority 
were buying down at the meat-type display. 

When I got an opportunity, I talked to the head of the meat depart- 
ment, and I told him my observation. He said, “That is a correct 
observation.” T said, “What do you do when you run out of this?” 
He said, “Our sales fall away down.’ 

Now, a big job that we have to do if we are going to sell to the 
consuming public is produce what the consuming public wants, and 
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you can produce it, we are finding that out in our research studies, for 
less money, and possibly in a little less time. 

If all of our meat at the time we had $11 and $12 hogs was the kind 
the public wanted, you can figure it out pretty quick that we would 
have had $20 hogs rather than $10 or $11 hogs. 

I would rather approach it on that method and pee our adver- 
tising and research program as carried on by the National Livestock 
and Meat Board, on the basis that we are working, and make some 
alterations in that, rather than to get the Government in any capacity 
in the advertising business. 

I made this remark some 2 or 3 years ago when the national wool 
bill was passed, and we supported it, but it had a little innocent section 
in there whereby, at the discretion of the Secretary, they could take a 
portion of that money which was going to the producers, to be used 
for advertising purposes. 

The Secretary yielded to certain pressures, and we had that put in. 
But I made this statement in opposition to the Secretary’s position at 
that time: that we were opening the door, we were opening the door, 
and there would be no end to the commodities that would want such a 
program, sooner or later. 

These bills right now are evidence of that surmise, in my humble 
‘opinion. 

Personally, and I think that I speak for the majority of our Farm 
Bureau folks in Indiana, we have got a lot of good Farm Bureau folks 
who want that, I want you to know ‘that, but we go by majority opinion. 

I believe in the end we will be far better off to expand the program 
we already have, and not pass any particular type of legislation at this 
time along the lines that are being proposed. Thank you. 

Mr. Poace. Would you be kind enough to go into it a little further 
as to how the program we have at the present time would be expanded, 
in place of the stockyard plan of action ? 

Mr. Scuenck. The checkoff now is two-thirds of a cent. 

Mr. Poacre. Yes. 

Mr. Scuenck. You could raise that to 2 cents, and it would just be 
multiplying the amount of money three times. 

Mr. Poser. I know, but do you understand there is legal authority 
for that ¢ 

Mr. Scuenck. The Secretary or the Assistant Secretary this morn- 
ing dealt with that. In other words, it has been going on for some 
30-odd years. He used the term, that I am not familiar with, but it is 
a term meaning it has become an accepted practice. There is no oppo- 
sition to this program up to the present time. 

Mr. Poace. Had not separate but equal schools become an accepted 
practice? Had it not been accepted by the Supreme Court for 50 
years? Had it not, asa matter of fact ? 

Mr. Scuencrk. I would say we are conducting our schools in Indiana 
just as we have throughout the years. 

Mr. Poace. I understand. 

Mr. Scuenck. My hometown is about to hire—— 

Mr. Poaae. I understand. But you understand what the Supreme 
Court has held, do you not? 

Mr. Scnenck. Well, we as an organization have never become 
involved in the integration issue. 
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Mr. Poacr. I am not asking you to become involved in that, but 
when you tell me that you are simply relying upon long-continued 
practice 

Mr. Scuencx. I will answer that this way—— 

Mr. Poagce (continuing). Do we not have a very tragic illustra- 
tion of where you get when you simply rely upon long-continued 
practice ? 

Mr. Scuenck. O. K. And there never was any turmoil about 11 
until there was a decision rendered by the United States Supreme 
Court. 

Mr. Poacr. Fine. That is what we realize so well. 

Mr. Scuencx. If the United States Supreme Court makes a deci 
sion on this and outlaws it, we will meet the issue when that time 
comes, but until the Supreme Court makes it an issue we are not 
going to make the issue. 

Mr. Poace. No. But are you not asking us to go along and predicate 
this whole program on something that is in clear violation of the 
present law whenever the Supreme Court comes out and acts upon it / 
The law says nobody can make these checkoffs. 

Mr. Scuenck. I have not conceded, Congressman, that it is in 
violation. It is an accepted practice, and nobody has ever challenged it 
in the courts, and you never had any trouble on the issue that you 
raised a while ago—I didn’t raise it, you raised it—you never had any 
question on that until the Supreme Court had make a ruling. 

Mr. Poace. We never had any trouble with the equal but separate 
theory. We did not raise any question as you suggest. The question 
was raised by those who were not satisfied. We raised no question, 
but the Court ruled against us. 

Mr. Scuenck. And we will not have any question on this until 
court makes a ruling; and if the court makes a ruling, we will meet 
the issue. 

Mr. Poage. If the present regulation is good, if the present practice 
is good and, frankly, I think it is—— 

Mr. Scuenck. O. K. 

Mr. Poace (continuing). If it is, why should we not make it clear 
that it is the law of the land, instead of going on the assumption that 
we cannot need the law because we have done it a good many years, 
we have gotten away without being prosecuted; therefore, we hope 
we will never be prosecuted, although we know we are violating the 
law. 

If it is a good practice, why should we not make it the law of t! 
country ¢ 

Mr. Scuenck. It is not the custom of the Department to prosecute 
anybody. It is the custom to say cease and desist. And if the time 
ever comes that the order is made to cease and desist, we will meet 
the issue. 

Mr. Poacr. That is not the question I am asking you, Mr. Schenck. 
I am asking you, if the present practice is good, why should we not 
write it plainly into the law? 

Mr. Scuencx. The proposals before the committee are for setting 
up another agency, and instead of having a broad National Livestock 
and Meat Board, we would have a separate council for each of three 
different species in Indiana; we would have a similar group in Illinois: 
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and we will have a similar group of councils in 46 other States. We 
would not have the successful coordination we have today. 

Mr. Poacr. That was not the question I asked you, Mr. Schenck. 

I did not ask you a thing in the world about the bill before us. I 
just asked you, if we have a good practice today, why we should not 
write that good practice into the law? 

Mr. Scuenck. This bill doesn’t propose to write that practice into 
the law. That is the point I am soning 

Mr. Poaeer. I did not ask you a thing i in the world about this bill, 
Mr. Schenck. I did not ask you about : any bill. You said we had a 
good practice. I said L agree with you. 

Now then, I asked you, if the practice is good today, why should 
we not make it clear that it is legal ? 

Mr. Scuenck. So far as I am personally concerned, if they want to 
take the activities of the present National Livestock and Meat Board 
and write it into law, I would personally have no objections. 

Mr. Poacr. Would you, then, approve the proposal that I never have 
actually seen, but which was described to us this morning as having 
been presented to the Senate? Mr. Butz said he would approve of it. 
Would you approve that ¢ 

Mr. Scuenck. I am not sure that I have in mind just what you mean. 
Would you please repeat what you mean ? 

Mr. Poace. Well, I undestood Mr. Butz to tell us—and I under- 
stood you were there yesterday, and I was not. 

Mr. ScHENCK. I wasn’t there yesterday. 

Mr. Poage. I beg your pardon. 

I understood Mr. Butz to tell us that there was a proposal made on 
the other side of the Capitol yesterday that we simply amend the 
Packers and Stockyards Act to such an extent that producer organi- 

zations could receive funds from the institutions which are governed 
by the Packers and Stockyards Act, without any violation of law, and 
leaving the Department of Agriculture entirely out—leaving out any 
kind of governmental control, but leaving us in a position where the 
livestock people could act as freely as the cotton people and the dairy 
people can do today, to establish their own institutions, one or many, 
because there would be no law saying that it had to be national or no 
law saying it had to be on a State or county basis, but whatever the 
livestock people wanted, let them have. 

Would you support that ¢ 

Mr. ScuEenck. I will be very glad to give a personal opinion on that, 
but I would like to ask one question first : Would you want to propose 
the setting up of State councils in this? If you leave that out of that 
and leave the whole activity within the realm of the National Livestock 
and Meat Board, I] personally would have no objections. [ am not 
speaking— 

Mr. Poacre. I do not understand that anybody proposed the name 
of the National Livestock and Meat Board as the official agency of 
anything. But rather, to name nobody as the official agency, and let 
the livestock people establish whatever kind of agencies they wanted, 
whether it be the National Livestock and Meat Board or whether it 
be 1,500 additional boards, leave them absolutely free to spend their 
own money any way they saw fit, whether it was good, bad. or indiffer- 
ent, whether it was wasted or whether it was effective. It is their 
money, and let them spend it as they saw fit. 
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The cotton people can do that today. The dairy people can do that 
today. The fruit people can and do do it. 

Now, would you object to 

Mr. Scuenck. You have made some ver y, very strong arguments to 
me against that. My answer would have to be no, because I have 
seen the cotton industry endure irreparable damage. I have seen mil- 
lions of acres of cotton land go into corn, grain sorghum, oats, rye, 
and barley. It has attracted a lot of livestock there, and a lot of the 
problems that we are having right today in our livestock industry is 
traceable to that. 

So if you are using the cotton industry as an example, my answer 
would have to be definitely no. 

Mr. Poace. I am using the cotton industry as an example. It is 
one of the examples. What is your answer? 

Mr. Scuencx. If I fully understand your question, my answer 
would have to be no. 

Mr. SHuman. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have Mr. Art Ander- 
sen, the president of the Colorado Farm Bureau, make a brief 
statement. 


Mr. Poage. Yes, Mr. Andersen. 





STATEMENT OF ARTHUR L. ANDERSEN, PRESIDENT, COLORADO 
FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Anpersen. I am Arthur Andersen of Colorado, and president 
of the Colorado Farm Bureau. 

We have discussed the implication of these bills in our State Farm 
Bureau. We have, of course, supported the American Farm Bureau 
Federation. 

We would like to state right here that if the bills provide for 
multiple committees set up in the various States, that we are afraid 
the administration will get much more of the funds than the actual 
purpose for which the money was intended. 

Let me illustrate that. We have discussed at home the numbers 
of separate groups that might be created by this, and if each State 
were to set up an administrative office under such a proposal, it costs, 
us near as we can determine, at least $30,000 to set up an administra 
tive office in a State. Numerous offices in each State would take away 
too much money from the intended purpose for which these moneys 
were donated. 

We have opposed the proposals on that ground. We have no 
quarrel with more money for advertising and more money for re- 
search, but we do have a quarrel with how this money is spent, if it 
does not get to the end purpose for which it was intended. 

Again, we have supported the American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion, by a resolution, in the position they have taken. 

Mr. Poace. Could I ask you the same question I asked Mr. 
Schenck: Would you support the proposition if it simply allowed the 
livestock industry to set up whatever kind of agencies they wanted 
to, and to authorize the institutions in the posted markets to make 
checkoffs and pay to those institutions, let the livestock industry en- 
tirely handle it without any governmental supervision at all 4 

Mr. Anversen. Well, in our State, they can do that. They have 
done it. But not through the Packers and Stockyards Act. 
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Mr. Poses. You can do it in the posted markets ¢ 

Mr. Anpersen. Well, they have done it through other means. 

Mr. Poace. Yes, of course. But would you favor giving the 
posted markets that authority ? 

Mr. AnvERSEN. Well, I am not prepared at the moment to answer 
that question unless I resolve it in my own mind first, and I haven’t 
done that. 

Mr. Poace. All right, thank you. 

Mr. Suvman. Mr. Chairman, I would like to take a swing at this 
question you have been asking these two gentlemen, because I hap- 
pen to have seen this proposal—I wasn’t here yesterday when it 
was circulated, but I did see a copy of it. 

While our State presidents or board or staff haven’t had a chance 
to study it, I would answer you this way: that this proposal is very 
unclear, but it would appear that, first, it generally removes the pro- 
hibition on div erting proceeds of shippers’ funds, and we are against 
that. We think that removing the prohibition and turning it loose 
to anybody you would, would encourage not only 144 checkoff orga- 
nizations, 3 for each species in each State, but probably multiple 
times 144 as folks would become dissatisfied with the particular 
organization they had. 

Secondly, it would force the National Livestock and Meat Board 
to get its funds from other organizations. 

In reading this proposal very carefully, it in effect, in our opinion, 
would probably seriously pee the National Livestock and Meat 
Board. It appears to force the board to go to these separate State 
organizations for most all of their funds. 

It in effect also forces the organization, then, of State associations. 

Furthermore, there is no provision by the removal of the authority 
of the Secretary, there is no provision in the bill for accounting to the 
farmers by promotion organization for . the way the money is spent. 

So there are many things i in the present draft that we would oppose ; 
and in effect, our opposition is based on our belief that this legislation, 
together with this which is before us, would, in effect, ser iously injure 
or destroy the National Livestock and Meat Board. 

I know that many of the folks who favor the bill had kind words, 
this morning, for the National Livestock and Meat Board. They are 
sincere gentlemen, and mean what they say. 

I happen to be a member of the board of the National Livestock and 
Meat Board, and I know what happened when the first State checkoff 
organizations were organized. Our receipts from the States dropped 
materially. 

For instance, in the State of Montana, following the first setting up 
of the checkoff organization there, the receipts of the National Live- 
stock and Meat Board went down to prac tically nothing, and we had 
to exercise great pressure upon that checkoff organization in order to 
get any funds from the State. 

We had a special meeting of the Board, where we called these folks 
in, in Chicago, I and I think it was the prospect of this legislation that 
helped pe ause them to come through with their checkoffs. 

Now, I do not challenge the sincerity of these people. I just simply 
say that when you go the route of 144 separate organiz: itions, which 
either this bill before us or this proposal which was circulated yesterday 
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would do, it would open up the gate to not only 144 organizations, but 
many times that number. 

As Mr. Andersen pointed out, it would probably cost about $30,000 
just to set up and administer a State organization. By the time you 
take $4 million out of the checkoff funds for administrative purposes, 
there is not going to be very much left to put into a national livestock 
and meat program. 

I don’t think very much money will get to them. 

My impression is either one of these bills means the death knell or 
at least serious impairment of the National Livestock and Meat Board, 
regardless of what the intents of the sponsors might be. 

We have no official position on this new proposal. We would need 
to study ita little further. 

Mr. Poage. In that connection, you have pointed out that you and 
your organization could not support any of the bills before us or the 
proposal which was presented in the other body yesterday. 

Mr. SHuman. That is right. 

Mr. Poacr. Can you conceive that you and your associates could 
write a piece of legislation which would give to the livestock pro- 
ducers of this country the same freedom that producers of other com- 
modities have to set up for themselves a self-financed promotion pro- 
gram that you would support / 

Mr. Sucuman. Mr. Chairman, we would be very happy to work with 
the committee to do whatever we could in that direction. However, 
we have been studying this now for over a year, and of course our first 
reaction when we saw the objections to the first approach was that it 
would be easier to offset it by making a counterproposal. 

We may not have sufficient capacity to figure out all the various 
alternatives, but up to this time we have not been able to figure it out: 
otherwise, we would have presented an alternative. 

It may be possible that one can be found, but we are rather dis- 
couraged so far as to the possibilities. We think that the way to do 
it is similar to the way that was indicated by the gentleman from 
— Carolina this morning, where they have ‘demonstrated that you 

‘an set up on a voluntary basis a checkoff program that works, and 
no legislation is necessary. 

We believe that we can increase the support for the National Live- 
stock and Meat Board materially, can do everything that is contem- 
plated by this bill through the National Livestock and Meat Board, 
and that we do not need legisl: ation of any kind. 

Mr. Poacr. Then maybe our difference of viewpoint is based upon 
os necessity of maintaining the National Livestock and Meat Board. 

[ had not had any suggestion brought to me that we ought to wipe it 
out. I have many people t talk to me about this bill and none have 
made such a suggestion, but apparently you fear that it is going to 
be wiped out, and | maybe you have a basis for that fear. 

But would you feel that that in itself was something of extreme 
importance? Does it make any difference or is it important what we 
call this organization which is going to —s the sale of meat ? 

Mr. Suuman. No, I don’t, Mr. Chairman, I don’t think that it 
makes any difference what we call it. 

Yet I do think it makes a great deal of difference as to whether or 
not we throw away 33 years of experience and set up a whole new 
group of organizations competing in the same field. 
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The success of all of these promotional activities has been pretty 
much because they have had industrywide support. 

I think it should be pointed out that the National Livestock and 
Meat Board has done a good job. The increase in the per capita con- 
sumption of meat, red meat, has been greater than any other group 
of farm products, unless it would be dairy, and the statement was 
made this morning that it would be desirable to have the same kind 
of advertising that the American Dairy Association has. 

I would just state for the record that the increase in per capita con- 
sumption of red meat has been far more impressive and actual than has 
been the increase in per capita consumption of dairy products, despite 
the fact they have had $5 million to spend on advertising. 

I think this proves that the type of program the National Live- 
stock and Meat Board promotes is sound and does get results. Maybe 
it needs to be expanded, and we can do that. The South Carolina ex- 
perience that Mr. Smith testified to this morning demonstrates with- 
out question that it can be done under existing laws. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Schenck suggested that he would oppose follow- 
ing anything which resembled the practices we have had in connec- 
tion with the National Cotton Council, which I think has done good 
work. But I know there is a difference of opinion about that, and 
I get it from your statement that you feel the dairy promotion work 
has not been very SS 

Mr. Suuman. No, I did not mean to imply that it had not been 
successful. I was just comparing the results in dairy with meat. 

Mr. Poacr. Well, but you feel that the work of the National Live- 
stock and Meat Board is so much more effective than that of the dairy 
promotion program, that I am constrained to wonder if you would 
suggest that we wipe out the dairy program and cotton program. 

Mr. Suuman. No, sir. 

Mr. Poace. And instead, to substitute something on the order of 
the National Livestock and Meat Board, because if the National Live- 
-tock and Meat Board is doing a better job than the National Cotton 
Council or the American Dairy Association, and is selling more prod- 
uets for less money than they are, then it seems to me we ought to 
change and adopt the policy which is being followed by the Meat 
Board, should we not ? 

Mr. Suuman. Mr. Chairman, I don’t think—I don’t want any im- 
plication made that the American Dairy Association or the Cotton 
Council are not doing a good job. I think that the success of their 
work is largely because of their emphasis on research, on information, 
on development of the same kind of program that the National Live- 
stock and Meat Board has done. 

The only point in my mentioning the American Dairy Association 
was that the $5 million they spent on advertising apparently has not 
gotten any more results for them than the } National Livestock and 
Meat Board has gotten for the livestock industry, and it may be that 
the $5 million isn’t as good and worth as much as some folks think 
it is. 

Now, Mr. Schenck can speak for himself, but I don’t think he im- 
plied to condemn the Cotton Council program. 

Mr. Scuencx. I certainly didn’t, and if I left the impression that 
anything and everything the Cotton Council did was wrong, then I 
was misunder stood. 
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But there was a phase of the broad, general program that instead of 
increasing production—and that is what we are doing in meat, we 
are increasing the production of meat—under the activities of the cot- 
ton folks, whether it was the Council or who it w as, and they had a 
part in it, and I know what their attitude is today, and it is quite dif- 
ferent today, but the consumption—and not only nationalwise and 
worldwise, but per capitawise—went down, down, down. 

Meat consumption has gradually worked up until we have—and I 
certainly would agree with President Shuman on the American Dairy 
Association. I wouldn’t want to disparage that in the least. But I 
do think 

Mr. Poaer. If it is not doing a good job, you ought to disparage 
it. If they are spending too much money for the results they are get- 
ting, then you ought to disparage it. 

Mr. Scuenck. I am not saying that they are spending too much 
money, but I doubt if we have invested money anywhere that has got- 
ten anywhere as much as the National Livestock and Meat Board has 
increased the consumption of meat. 

I think the record of consumption will show that. 

I think the dairy people, if they made any mistake at all, was where 
the cotton boys did, was to allow a substitute to come in and sell them 
down the river. 

Mr. Poser. Then do I understand it is your opinion, Mr. Shuman 
says it is your opinion, that this meets the situation all right ? 

Mr. Scuenck. Not at all. But it could be a lot worse, and could 
be made worse if we divide our shots and have one group going off on 
this tangent and another group going off on another tangent. We 
would rather strengthen the one direction we are going, and plow a 
good, steady course. 

Mr. SHuman. Mr. Chairman, just to get the figures in the record, 
the estimated per capita consumption of meat, all red meat, in 1957- 
well, yes, 1957—the percentage is 126 percent of the 1935 to 1939 
average. In other words, we have increased it 26 percent in that pe- 
riod of time. 

Now, if you go to dairy products, they do not have an overall figure, 
but there are only two items that show any more increase, and that 
is cheese and ice cream. 

Fluid milk, which of course represents the greatest part, is 108 per- 
cent of 1935 to 1937; and total milk fat solids, which is the nearest 
estimate, is down, actually. Fresh fruits and vegetables have in- 
creased but not increased in proportion to the increase in meat. 

The same is true with every item in agriculture, meat leads, except 
in poultry products: and I would say to you it is not paid advertis- 
ing which h: as put the poultry industry on top, it has been the im- 
provement in production, marketing, and pric ne ‘tha has put it on 
its feet. 

Mr. Harvey. Following up this line of interrogation, Mr. Chair- 
man, and the colloquy which has been going on here, it would begin 
to appear to me that the gist of this whole thing is that the livestock 
producers are dissatisfied, but that apparently they are not especially 
dissatisfied with the National Livestock and Meat Board. So it must 
be, then, a pretty obvious conclusion that they just do not feel that 
the Livestock and Meat Board has been fulfilling all of the objectives 
that they think it should. 
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Is that, would you say, without prejudice, a fair conclusion ‘ 

Mr. Suuman. I think that is a fair conclusion. 

Mr. Harvey. Well then, would you care to venture a guess as to 
what particular area you think, since you are a member of the Live- 
stock and Meat Board, what area would you believe most of the pro- 
ducers who are apparently now dissatisfied think ought to be im- 
proved upon ? 

Mr. Suuman. I have never heard any criticism of the type of work 
which is being done by the National Livestock and Meat Board. 

I think that the desire is to increase the work, the amount of work, 
and the effectiveness of it, and this could be done either by increasing 
the amount of the checkoff, but probably more directly and more 
quickly by increasing the amount of participation in the checkoff. If 
we could have voluntary organizations such as the South Carolina 
group have, working in every State, to increase the checkoff for the 
National Livestock and Meat Board, we would increase the work. 

Mr. Harvey. I think 2 or 3 years ago, Mr. Shuman, I had quite a 
number of swine producers in to call on me from Indiana and they 
were particularly interested in having a better research job done with 
respect to diseases at that time. There was a general feeling that a 
good deal of work needed to be done, research work, in the field of 
swine diseases. 

I believe a start has been made in Iowa, is that not correct, in Iowa, 
where the lowa State College is going to do considerable research 
mer in that field. And so, I think that in the field of animal dis- 

vases, through the United States Department of Agriculture and 
the participating State colleges, we are advancing probably as rapidly 
as we could in any way in the nature of that solution. 

So then I would say it leaves probably th area of market research 
and promotion as the two areas that are not, that these livestock men 
must feel are not, fully utilized, at least to the extent that they should 
be, to help the industry. 

Then which of these two—ac ting as liaison for promotional activity, 
or market. research—is it emphasizing ¢ 

Mr. Suuman. Well, the National Livestock and Meat Board is 
sponsoring and supporting financially a great many research projects. 

understand the committee has—— 

Mr. Harvey. Market research ? 

Mr. SuumMan. Not marketing research properly. I believe that we 
do need a great increase in market research. But I don’t believe that 
the sponsors of this legislation had contemplated that that would be 
part of the program, the marketing type of research. 

Maybe in the development of markets, yes, but we have a vast amount 
of research going on now in market preference and all of that type . 
thing. Some of that the National Livestock and Meat Board i 
sponsoring. 

I believe you have the manager of the National Livestock and Meat 
Board scheduled, and he c an answer that question better than I. 

Mr. Harvey. I think it is important to get your thinking on this, 
also, Mr. Shuman. 

Mr. Struman. Yes. 

Mr. Harvey. And I presume we will ask those questions also of the 
gentleman you mention when he appears on the stand. But since you 
feel that the National Livestock and Meat Board is doing probably 
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about as much as could be done or needs to be done in the field of re 
search, then, at this time, would you say that probably the whole area 
of contention, then, or the great bulk of the area of contention, is in 
the field of promotional activity ¢ 

Mr. Suuman. I think that that is primarily the difference of 
opinion. 

Mr. Harvey. And then it is your feeling that the present basis of 
operation, coupled with the voluntary support of the processing 
wholesaling, and retailing establishments, plus the institutional or 
goodwill advertising that is presently being had from radio and tele- 
vision, and so forth, that we are getting the most, even as producers, 
we are getting the most we could possibly hope to get for our money : 
and that if we embark on the other program, we might lose even con 
siderable sums of that money which we are presently getting for free? 
Is that your thinking? 

Mr. Suuman. That is a very good swamary. Rrra Pan we would 
favor expanding and increasing “the work of the National Livestock 
and Meat Board. 

Mr. Harvey. Well, there seems to have been—I am not a lawyer 
there seems to have been a good deal of disagreement, or at least dis 
cussion going on here, as to whether we are doing this legally now 
or not. 

Mr. Suuman. Yes. 

Mr. Harvey. And, again without prejudice, would you say that it 
would be a good idea to legalize what we are now doing ? 

Mr. Suman. Well, 1 would say that it would be preferable to go 
ahead with what we are now doing, and that unless we can find some 
legislative way which does not open up this Pandora’s box of everyone 
who takes a notion getting his hand in the farmer’s pocket, then we 
ought to oppose the legislative route. 

This proposal which was circulated in the Senate yesterday just 
opens the door to most anybody who wants, to take ac hee koff. 

Mr. Harvey. What you are saying, in other words, is that you 
would be willing to approve a measure which would legalize what we 
are doing now, but not to expand the area? 

Mr. Suuman. The idea is all right, if we can find the way to do it. 

Mr. Harvey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Suuman. Mr. Chairman, I would like to call on Mr. Roy 
Davis, the president of the Virginia Farm Bureau Federation, for a 
brief statement. 

Mr. Poace. We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Davis. 


STATEMENT OF ROY B. DAVIS, JR., PRESIDENT, VIRGINIA 
FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: I am 
Roy B. Davis, Jr., president of the Virginia Farm Bureau Federa 
tion. I appreciate this opportunity of appearing before the com- 
mittee in support of the statement of Mr. Shuman. 

We feel that the promotional activities in the past have been 


sound. The agencies doing this type of work have done a good job, 


and are capable of doing a better one with additional support. 
The proposed legislation would, we feel, lead to a program which 
would create unwise efforts between areas and groups of producers. 
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The end result of this promotional work in this field will be to shift 
the consumer from one type of meat to another, without the desired 
increase in overall consumption. 

The human stomach is limited in capacity. Few people go hungry 
by choice. Therefore, it is filled with a farm product of some sort 
or other. Advertising will change the proportion of food items that 
make up the diet, but not the total volume consumed. 

Widespread food item promotion through checkoff funds would 
subtract substantial sums from the farmer’s income, but would add 
little or nothing to the total volume sold. 

The chief benefactors of such a program would be the advertising 
agencies who do the work, and not the producers who pay the bill. 

We, as producers, are paying the bill for promotion now, and if ad- 
ditional funds are needed, we would prefer to have them raised on a 
voluntary basis, and used by agencies now doing this work. 

The working relations between our Vi irginia producers and both 
the chainstores and independent retail grocers, are good. They have 
effectively promoted meats of all types in the past, and can be ex- 
pected to do an effective job in the future. 

We fully appreciate the need for promotional work in the field 
of agricultural marketing, but we feel that this work can best be 
done by a coordinated, voluntarily supported group, with adequate 
producer representation. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before your committee, 
and thank you for this time. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Davis, since you are from Virginia, may I ask 
you a question that occurred to me several times today. 

In your State, I understand one of the great products of the 
State is cigarettes. 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poacr. There is a large amount of money spent in advertising 
Chesterfields, which I believe are made in Richmond. There is a lot of 
money spent advertising Camels, made over in Winston-Salem. There 
is a lot of money spent advertising Lucky Strikes. 

Now, do you assume that the greatest influence of that money has 
been to simply change people from Chesterfields to Lucky Strikes, 
or vice versa, or has it been to increase the total consumption of 
cigarettes and, therefore, tobacco ? 

Mr. Davis. May I say, sir, before answering the question, that as 
producers of tobacco, we are exceedingly grateful for the advertising 
on behalf of 7 product we produce. 

Actually, I am inclined to think that the net result of a large per- 
centage of Pot money spent for advertising is in the field of the shift 
of brands of cigarettes, rather than an overall increase in the per 
capita consumption. The shift to filter-tip cigaretes is an example. 

Mr. Poacr. There has been a very tremendous increase in the per 
capita consumption, has there not ? 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir, there has. 

Mr. Poacr. Bigger than even in beef, has there not ? 

Mr. Davis. For the past few years, there have been so many other 
influences in the field, such as the health angle, that it is a very dif. 
ficult thing to measure. 
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Mr. Poacr. But that advertising has been able to overcome that 
health angle, has it not, and they have actually increased in spite of 
it, have they not ? 

Mr. Davis. Very, very little, sir, in the last several years. We are 
suffering now because of loss in per capita consumption. 

Mr. Suman. Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out in that con- 
nection that the tobacco people do not spend any money buying ad- 
vertising which says “Smoke more cigarettes. ” Their advertising 
campaigns are ke yed to brands. 

Mr. Poace. That is exactly the point I am making. 

Mr. Suuman. Yes. 

Mr. Poacr. He suggested, as I understood it, and I understood it 
has been suggested here time and again, that this advertising pro- 
gram will be a touch-and-go proposition because somebody is trying 
to sell hogs or pork, and somebody else is trying to sell beef; that 
all it will do will be to have the beef man take the hog man’s market, 
und vice versa 

[ think that what the c igarette people have done, while nobody has 
advertised cigarettes as such, they have advertised Lucky Strikes, 
they have advertised Camels, they have advertised Old Gold, and 
they have advertised the rest of the brands as such, just as people 
might advertise mutton and might advertise beef and might ed 
vertise pork, but the result of the cigarette campaign has certainly 
been to tremendously increase the consumption of cigarettes of all 
brands. 

That was the only point I was making. 

Mr. Suuman. Mr. Chairman, I would like to relate your point 
to our argument, and our argument is that actually paid advertising 
has never proved to be very effective except as it is related to brands; 
and yet this proposal is to raise huge sums of money to advertise 
beef or pork, when the folks who have experience, like the tobacco 
folks, have had generations of experience, they do not spend money 
advertising cigarettes or cigars or tobacco. They spend it on brand 
advertising. 

And I think it is a good lesson that we ough to learn, and not start 
throwing our money, large sums of it, into advertising of just a 
product. 

Mr. Poace. Well, certainly [ am not an advertising expert, and | 
know nothing about just how it should be done. 

Mr. SuumMan. | am not, either. 

Mr. Poace. But I assume even with such a program as this, we 
‘an expect Armour to still advertise his products and Swift to ad 
vertise his. But our general program will be devoted to the general 
proposition of getting people to eat more meat, on which the pro- 
ducers certainly ought to be able to agree, whether it was Armour’s 
Star or whether it was Swift’s Premium, or any other kind of brand. 

I do not know. I do not know whether you are suggesting as to 
the inadvisability of a program of this kind, through display al- 
vertising as opposed to general promotion, rather than displ: Lv ad 
vertising on billboards and in the newspapers and over the television. 
I think there is much to be said about what you suggested there, 
about saving costs. 





SELF-HELP MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAM 91 


Mr. Scuenck. I would like to say on behalf of my good friend 
from Virginia, that the advertising of Virginia hams hasn’t hurt the 
hog business in Virginia any. 

Mr. Hagen. Mr. Chairman, in that connection, is it not a fact 
most institutional or processor advertising in the field of meat is for 
some fabricated product, or more particularly in the pork field? 
There is very little advertising in beef that I have seen. He men- 
tioned hams. I suppose there is more money spent on hams by Ar- 
mour than any other single kind of meat. 

Do you not think the beef industry suffers a little bit by reason of 
that imbalance? 

Mr. Suuman. Well, actually, no, because the per capita consump- 
tion of beef has gone up more in the United States than any other 
meat product. It is 148 percent of the 1935 to 1939 average; whereas 
the consumption of pork is only 113 percent, and of veal 115 percent, 
and lamb and mutton 63 percent. And it will be very interesting 
to notice—— 

Mr. Hagen. That is not necessarily significant. We had a higher 
level or standard of living, and meat is an element that people “buy 
when they have more money. People have generally had more money 
in the last 20 years to buy meat. 

Mr. Suuman. I think brand advertising has proven its effective- 
ness. I think the experience of those who have used general product 
advertising is not good, and I think a real investigation of the ad- 
vertising experts in this country will prove that this is a correct 
statement: There has been a decrease in the amount of general product 
advertising and an increase in brand advertising. 

Well, I do have one more, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poaae. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Suuman. Mr. Louis Rozzoni, the president of the California 
Farm Bureau Federation, for a brief statement. 

Mr. Hagen. I would like to introduce this gentleman. He is the 
president of the Farm Bureau. He is a self-made man. He came 
over here, and is a very successful farmer from California. 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS A. ROZZONI, PRESIDENT, CALIFORNIA 
FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Rozzont. Thank you, Congressman. 

Mr. Poace. Glad to have you, Mr. Rozzoni. 

Mr. Rozzont. Gentlemen of the committee, ladies and gentlemen, I 
have a statement here which I would like to read. 

My name is Louis A. Rozzoni. I am president of the California 
Farm Bureau Federation, president of the Valley Livestock Market- 
ing Association, a cooperative livestock m: arketing agency operating 
on south San Francisco Union Stockyards, end Dickson Auction 
Marketing Association. I am also chairman of the national livestock 
advisory committee of the American Farm Bureau Federation. 

I appreciate the opportunity to express the views of the organiza- 
tions I represent on this very important question of how best to 
finance programs to increase consumption of meat. 


91840—57——-7 
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Certainly we are all agreed that there is need for increased : 
tivities in this area. How ever, there appears to be considerable dis. 
agreement as to how best to accomplish this. 

“I want first of all to strongly endorse the statement of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation as presented by Mr. Charles B. Shuman, 
president of the American Farm Bureau Federation. 

As chairman of the national livestock advisory committee of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation, I would say that the record clear 
ly shows that we have endeavored to work with representatives of the 
various livestock and meat industry groups in developing sound pro 
grams for increased promotional activities. 

At the September 1956 meeting of the national livestock advisory 
committee, a great deal of consideration was given to the problem of 
how best to promote increased consumption of meat, and on the basis 
of the recommendations of the livestock advisory committee, the board 
of directors of the American Farm Bureau Federation developed the 
following statement of principles which was presented to the National 
Beef Council in Kansas City, September 29, and the National Live- 
stock Meat Board on December 3, 1956: 


We believe that promotional work is essential for agriculture commodities. 
The American Farm Bureau Federation, through State and county units, should 
stimulate interest among farmers and urge increased support for sound, well 
coordinated programs to promote the increased sale and total consumption ol 
farm products without duplication of effort. 

We feel that any funds raised for the purpose of promoting the sale of farm 
commodities should be collected on a voluntary basis by market agencies dealing 
directly with the individual producers who are involved. We define a voluntary 
checkoff program as a program (1) that leaves marketing agencies free to refuse 
to make deductions, or otherwise collect funds, from producers for promotional 
purposes unless the individual producers have given prior approval for such 
aed uctions, and (2) which leaves the producers free to refuse to contribute or 
enables them to obtain the refund within a reasonable time of any assessments 
ths at may be collected by the voluntary action of market agencies. The procedure 
for obtaining refunds should not be so burdensome as to have the practical 
effect of depriving individual producers of the opportunity to obtain refunds. 

We further feel that any funds collected for promotional programs should be 
administered by an organization of producers (with handlers and processors 
included where it is mutually agreed that they should be included), through 
its board or committee. Such funds should be used solely for the specific purposes 
for which collected, and not for legislative, lobbying, or political activities. 

As a general rule, we believe that producers’ money can be spent on education 
and research more effectively than on paid advertising. 

Any checkoff made on the sales of cattle, hogs and sheep under the above 
program should be transmitted to and expended by the National Livestock and 
Meat Board which has been effectively working in the field of meat promotion 
for approximately 35 years. 

It is suggested, in order to avoid the confusion that now exists because of many 
organizations attempting to carry on promotional programs and because of the 
duplication of effort in many cases, that the American Farm Bureau Federation 
urge the National Livestock and Meat Board and State Farm Bureau organiza 
tions to take leadership in establishing statewide livestock and meat industry 
promotional committees. These committees should be as representative of the 
industry as possible in order to permit the widest possible participation by 
livestock producers, processors, retailers and educational groups. 


These recommendations were also submitted to State Farm Bureaus 
for consideration and action. 

I also wish to report that at the annual meeting of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation during the second week in December 1956 the 
resolutions committee of the American Farm Bureau Federation. of 
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which I am a member, by virtue of the fact that all State presidents 
are automatically members of that committee, gave thorough consid- 
eration to all State Farm Bureau resolutions "dealing with this ques- 
tion. The policy statement on promotion of agr icultural commodities 
was developed for the consideration of the deleg: ite body and adopted 
by that body. 

I should like permission to insert in the record at this point a state- 
ment on how the policies of the American Farm Bureau Federation are 
developed and the relationship of the State Farm Bureaus with respect 
to the American Farm Bureau Federation, on matters of national 
policy which the policy on meat promotion includes. 

I would like, Mr. Chairman, to have one of the staff produce this, 
I do not have it with me at the present time, for the record, if you so 
please. 

Mr. Poace. You mean you have it 

Mr. Rozzont. The insert that would go in here. 

Mr. Poage. You say you would like the staff to produce it for you? 

Mr. Suuman. The American Farm Bureau staff will be prepared to 
insert it. 

Mr. Poace. You may doso. I did not quite understand. 

Mr. Rozzont. If I gave you the a that I wanted the staff 
of this committee to do the job, no; I didn't. 

(The document referred to follows:) 





What is the significance to State and county Farm Bureaus of actions taken at 
the national convention by the elected delegates on national issues? Do the 
voting delegates determine the American Farm Bureau Federation policy on these 
issues? Or, do the voting delegates representing the Farm Bureau members in 
the member State Farm Bureaus determine Farm Bureau policies with regard to 
these issues? ‘There is a most important difference in the way these two questions 
are stated. 

In many States there has been a working understanding developed with the 
county Farm Bureaus that State resolutions with regard to State issues become 
Farm Bureau policies regarding State issues. Consequently, all county Farm 
Bureaus support such policies until they are changed by the voting delegates of 
the member county Farm Bureaus. This is good organization. 

Similarly there is merit in operating on a comparable basis with regard to 
netional issues. At the respective State Farm Bureau annual meetings, voting 
delegates of the member county Farm Bureaus, chosen by the Farm Bureau mem- 
bers of each county, make recommendations with regard to what Farm Bureau 
policies should be on many national issues. These recommen lations are in the 
form of resolutions. Please note that they are recommendations, not policies. 
If they were policies, there would be as little reason to hold an annual national 
meeting as there would be little need to hold a State meeting in a State where 
county Farm Bureau recommendations with respect to State issues were consid- 
ered to be county policies. 

At the annual national meeting all 48 State Farm Bureau presidents, the presi- 
dent of the Puerto Rico Farm Bureau, the chairman, vice chairman and the re- 
gional members of the American Farm Bureau Women’s Committee, and the 
chairman of the Farm Bureau Young People’s Comntittee make up the AFBF 
Resolutions Committee. By having the elected president of every member State 
organization on the committee, Farm Bureau members in every State are assured 
that their recommendations regarding national issues, in the form of State resolu- 
tions, will be given consideration. The resolutions committee seeks to develop 
the best possible set of proposed policies. They make their report to the conven- 
tion and at that time the official voting delegates of the member State organiza- 
tions discuss, revise, and adopt a set of resolutions. 

Through the representative process they in fact negotiate a series of agree- 
ments. These agreements stated in policy resolution form are, in fact, Farm 
Bureau policies with regard to national issues. They are American Farm Bureau 
policies to be sure. But more importantly, these agreements likewise constitute 
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State Farm Bureau policies with regard to national issues. After all, who deter- 
mines the resolutions? The answer is the official voting delegates of the member 
State Farm Bureaus elected for this p 

Likewise, the resolutions agreed to at the annual national meeting become the 
policies with regard to national issues of county Farm Bureaus. Again, who 
selected the official voting delegates to the annual national meeting from the 
respective States? The answer is the official delegates of the county Farm 
Bureaus, who in turn were selected by and from the Farm Bureaus member- 
ship itself. 

The kind of Farm Bureau organizational discipline, set forth above, cannot 
be imposed as between counties within a State by a State Farm Bureau nor can 
it be imposed nationally as between the respective State organizations by the 
American Farm Bureau Federation. 

This is self-discipline. It is based upon the principle that a fundamental ob- 
jective of Farm Bureau is to develop unity of purpose and action in dealing 
with those issues where organization activity is required to protect and pro- 
mote the interests of farmers and ranchers. It is the kind of organizational dis- 
cipline which is practiced because Farm Bureau leaders and members want to— 
not because they have to. 


Mr. Rozzont. This should clear up any misunderstanding as to 
recommendations that State Farm Bureaus might have made last fall 
prior to the annual meeting of the American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion. It is to be expected that there would be some variations in the 
State resolutions, since these are in the form of recommendations to 
the resolutions committee and the delegate body of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation. 

This also applies to the resolutions of the California Farm Bureau 
Federation on this question, which are as follows: 


No. 8b. BEEF PROMOTION 


We request consideration of the possibility of amending the agricultural code 
to permit the Bureau of Livestock Identification to collect, on a voluntary basis, 
a stipulated per-head fee on slaughter cattle and calves for beef promotion. 


No. 8c. Livestock SeLF-HELP PROGRAMS 


While we strongly support the right of livestock producers to join together 
in self-help programs for the betterment of their industry, we believe that there 
is an increasing tendency to use enforcement by law to achieve these ends. 
Compulsory programs carry the threat of limitation and reduction in freedom 
of choice. We therefore favor voluntary participation in self-help programs. 

We believe that in the so-called checkoff method for promotion purposes, there 
is danger of wasteful expenditures and disappointing accomplishments adding 
to the cost of production. Any livestock industry checkoff program should be 
thoroughly analyzed and the benefits and costs carefully weighed before 
adoption. 

As president of the Valley Livestock Marketing Association, I 
would also like to state that we are now, with prior consent of the 
shipper, deducting 10 cents per head on cattle. We do not find that 
collecting funds in this manner on a strictly voluntary basis to be a 
problem. Moreover, this is in keeping with voluntary deductions and 
also within the Packers and Stockyards Act. 

The resolutions of the California Farm Bureau Federation which 
I have just quoted are no longer in effect since we now have a national 
policy which supersedes all “State resolutions on this question. 

I should like also to comment on proposed amendments to S. 646. 
Although this amendment endeavors to remove one of our objections, 
that is, that the Secretary of Agriculture had undue power in decid- 
ing which organizations should be authorized to receive deductions 








SELF-HELP MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAM 95 


from sales of livestock for promotional purposes, it now puts no lim- 
itation on the number of State livestock associations that could qualify 
to receive these funds, and instead of having as many as 144 differ- 
ent associations, as would be permitted raion the original bill, S. 
646, there now could be many more than this number under the pro- 
posed amendment. 

The proposed amendment provides that in order to qualify to re- 
ceive funds, the organization must be producer-sponsored and man- 
aged by producers of the species of livestock in each State. This 
would exclude the National Livestock and Meat Board from qualify- 
ing as a producer-sponsored organization, since it is a national indus- 
trywide organization composed of representatives of the entire live- 
stock and meat industry rather than producers alone. 

Therefore, it would appear that the only source of revenue that 
the National Livestock and Meat Board would have under the pro- 
posal would be whatever the State livestock associations decided they 
should receive. In other words, an organization established 33 years 
ago to promote increased consumption of meat on a national basis 
and one which has been doing a most successful job in the field of 
research and education, would be cut off from its historic source of 
funds. 

Another objection to the bill is that it provides for setting up meat 
promotional programs on a State basis and separate programs for 
each species of livestock. This, we believe, is unsound as well as un- 
workable and contrary to the best interest of livestock producers. 

We strongly urge, therefore, that no action be taken to amend the 
Packers and Stockyards Act. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. SHuman. That completes our presentation. 

Mr. Poace. What is that? 

Mr. SuHuman. That completes our presentation. 

Mr. PoaGr. I notice that we have listed here Mr. Howard Hill, 
president of the Iowa Farm Bureau, and Mr. Harold Ohlendorf, 
president of the Arkansas Farm Bureau, but I take it that 

Mr. SHuman. They had conflicts in their schedule. I had a let- 
ter from Mr. Howard Hill setting forth his position, but this is our 
group. 

Thank you very much. 

_ Mr. Poace. Thank you very much. We appreciate your presenta- 
tion. 

We have devoted an hour and a half, quite a length of time, ap- 
proximately an hour and a quarter, to the proponents, and an hour 
and a half to the opponents, and I think we should go back to the 
proponents of the bill for the moment. 

We are going to get to the rest of the opposition, but I am trying 
to keep this as nearly balanced as we can, and I was wondering, Mr. 
Fulk, whether you would want to call any further witnesses at this 
time. 

Mr. Fux. We appreciate your getting these people on. We would 
like to call Mr. Roy Houck, from South Dakota. 

Mr. Houck is the past president of the South Dakota Stock Grow- 
ers Association. He is now a director of the South Dakota Stock 
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Growers Association. He is past president of the South Dakota 
Hereford Association, and he is the past president of the State live- 
stock council. It is an organization, sir, that confines itself to State 
and national livestock legislation, of course in the interests of South 
Dakota livestock. 

He is a member of the executive board, he is now a member of the 
executive board, American National Cattlemen’s Asociation. He is 
a member of the research committee, and also a member of the fact- 
finding committee of the American National. 

He is a former State senator of South Dakota, and in his present 
capacity he is Lieutenant Governor of South Dakota. And we feel 
that because of his experience he can contribute to the case. 

Mr. Poace. We will be delighted to hear from Mr. Houck. 

You may proceed, Mr. Houck. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROY HOUCK—Resumed 
Mr. Hove Kk. Thank you, Mr. Fulk. 


Chairman Poage and members of the committee, I have no prepared 
statement but I am going to give you some of my observations and 
views and I am going to have to make them quite short because I 
have a plane schedule to catch. 

I am going to talk pretty much in what I figure is a problem at 
hand here and that is enabling the producer to help himself with a 
self-help program. 

I am somewhat concerned with some of the remarks that have been 
made relative to the criticisms and questions involved as to the self- 
help program. It disturbs me. 

Any time that our related industries or those that are purportedly 
helping us, in my estimation, attempt to dictate policies from the top 
down instead of from the bottom up, and I want to say on behalf of 
the Farm Bureau, I have been a member of that organization for 
years, and at one time in my own State I served as the chairman of 
the resolutions committee and the chairman of the livestock commit- 
tee of that organization. 

But in lieu of what has transpired recently, I have had to decline 
my membership to that organization for the reasons that I have so 
stated. 

It bothers me to the extent I have spent since last Sunday working 
with the proponents and opponents of this type of legislation trying 
to overcome the obstacles, the obstacles at first seemed to be that it 
was too regulatory and too demanding upon the producer and the 
administrators. 

So yesterday in the hearings of the Senate we presented a recom- 
mendation wherein most of those objections we felt were eliminated, 
primarily entailing and dealing and allotting functions to the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture and allotting funds back to the State and specif- 
ically seeting up how much funds should be recommended to be 
withheld on a voluntary program. 

Now, it seems, and we w anted it clearly understood from the be- 
ginning in this voluntary program, that now it is too loosely drawn 
and the amplication is presented of what we may do because it is too 
loosely drawn due to the fact through the voluntary program that we 
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may set up a voluminous number of organizations in promoting our 
product. 

To me that is immaterial in this economy of ours, in this democracy 
of ours, before spending our own money. It shouldn’t be a factor of 
how we spend it as long as we spend it legally and legitimately and 
along that line I wish to bring out another point that was introduced 
here and was discussed this morning by my good friend, Earl Butz, 
and that is the position of the administrators of the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act relative to the functions and legality of the operation, the 
checkoff system as far as the American National Livestoc -k and Meat 
Board is concerned. 

The implication was conveyed that it had been allowed to go on for 
some 30 years because of mutual consent or popular conception or 
whatever term you would like to apply to it. 

To me that is a dangerous and a very dangerous precedent. I could 
interpret that in this manner: That if I were successful in bank 
robbery for some 30 years and had never been caught and prosecuted, 
the people of my country and my Nation would accept me as a bank 
robber. 

But what has happened here, and what is trying to be implied, 
and I will cite you my own State to be specific because that is the 
one I am most familiar with, we have every sympathy with the Live- 
stock and Meat Board and the grand job they are doing, and we do 
not in any way want to curtail their activity. 

We have asked them and we want to put our shoulder to the wheel 
and help them expand their activities. 

But some activities became apparent that needed to be done in the 
promotion of meat that we felt was beyond their scope, and beyond 
the scope that they seemed to be willing to go into. 

So that in South Dakota, we organized, as far as beef is concerned— 
to be more specific, I will confine my remarks to beef, the other related 
industries could tell a similar story—a beef council, wherein on a 
voluntary checkoff system, we cooperated with the markets that started 
making voluntary checkoffs. 

The markets that were under the Packers and Stockyards Act were 
advised by the administrators of the Packers and Stockyards Act that 
they were operating illegally and they should cease to make these 
voluntary deduc tions. 

In other words, what is entailed therein by mutual consent, it was 
all right to let the Meat Board operate illegally but it is illegal and 
we do not want to let anyone else operate under the same category, 
and that is what has brought this question about and that is why we, 
gentlemen of the committee, are here today, to remove that. stumbling 
block and that is the main purpose of the bills. 

So that the producer of livestock can cooperate with his markets in 
raising revenue to promote his product, to me it is immaterial, as I 

said before, what kind of a program he goes into, and if we can remove 
that stumbling block in our State of South Dakota, those markets 
again will come into the fold that are under the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act and start making the checkoff and many of the other markets 
will fall in line along with them because they are the larger markets 
and the smaller ones will follow suit. 
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To follow through a little further, in making this checkoff, we were 
making it on beef cattle at 5 cents a head and were remitting 2 cents to 
the Meat Board. 

There was some criticism from the administrators of the Meat Board 
because we were so doing, and the beef council—and I am speaking for 
the president whom I am also representing here today, as I said this 
morning, couldn’t be here on account of sickness in the ‘family —agreed 
to quit withholding funds for the Meat Board and let them make their 
own collections and make the remittances direct to them and contrary 
to the statement that was made here, and I think there were people 
from Montana will bear me out, in that State too, because I have been 
so advised from people who are here, the funds that went to the Meat 
Board through the collection and funneled through the beef council 
were greater than they were before, while the beef council was still 
functioning until they were required to cease activity as far as collec- 
tions were made. 

Because they were getting into markets that had never participated 
in the functions of the Meat Board before, and we were remitting to 
them the same funds. 

Now, I am not making a claim or a case as to whether any other 
agency should claim and collect for the Meat Board. 

That is mechanics, I think, that can be worked out among the pro- 
ducing people and the other industry allied with it that also helps 
finance the Meat Board. 

But reference has been made here to funds used for lobbying, and 
other purposes. And that is another factor that disturbs me, and it 
disturbs me to this extent, and I wish to call it to the attention of this 
committee, and the administrators of the Meat Board. 

Have we, as producers, maneuvered ourselves into the position where 
we have so willingly and so generously cooperated and worked with the 
Meat Board wherein we find ourselves today because of administration 
of the Meat Board, who perhaps have allied themselves with the related 
industry, who was also financing the Meat Board, that they have got 
the contro] of the Meat Board to the extent that the producer end of 
the Meat Board has nothing to say about it. 

That could be a terrible “precedent so far as we are concerned, and 
which they could give it sincere thought because if there is ever an 
attempt where the producer will try to curtail the activities of the Meat 
Board that will be the reason, because they have ceased to comply and 
carry out the wishes of the factor that is helping finance them from the 
producer level. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very grateful for the opportunity to appear 
before you, and present these factual statements that I think are perti- 
nent to this problem, and in closing, I would just like to say that if 
we as producers, can get this stumbling block removed in the Packers 
and Stockyards Act where we can go back in our communities, in 
combination with States, and national agencies of which the Meat 
Board will be one, we will work out our problems of merchandising our 
product, and will not have to come to you as a committee of our Con- 
gress, asking for help wherein you will have to support our program. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you for your statement. 
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I wonder, Mr. Fulk, if I could ask you without any indication that 
[ am trying to limit anything because we don’t want to do that, and 
yet you do see that we still have a group of people here. 

How many more witnesses do you have? I counted five but I notice 
a good many cases where I listed people as wanting to file and not 
make a statement we find they are making a statement. 

This is not criticism, but I just want to know how many more you 
have. 

Mr. Fux. Sir, right now we have about three. I don’t know for 
sure what our problem is. Everybody came in here at their own 
expense. 

Mr. Poace. It is all right. I have no criticism. 

Mr. Fux. And nobody is paying—everybody is paying his way 
and everybody hates not to be heard. 

Mr. Poacr. We are delighted to have everybody who wants to 


appear. I am just wanting to get an idea of the time. It is not we 


want to deny anybody an opportunity to be heard but we simply want 
to make plans for the remainder of the hearing. 

Mr. Furx. Sir, right now, and I think the point is well taken that 
they ought to get right concise and right to the point on their 
testimony. 

Mr. Poace. That was not the point I was making. I am not trying 
to cut anybody off. I simply was trying to find out how many more 
there were going to be; if it is three that is fine. 

Mr. Futx. I have got three right now. 

Mr. Poaar. Let’s hear those three and then we will drop to—I want 
to hear this Meat Board because I confess I have learned more about 
the Meat Board in the last 3 or 4 hours than I have had in 40 years 
before, although they told me it has been in operation for a long time, 

Mr. Fuxx. Yes, sir, it has. 

Mr. Poage. All right, let’s hear. 

Mr. Futx. I would like to call on Norman Barlow of Wyoming. 

Mr. Poage. All 2. i 

Mr. Futx. Mr. Barlow comes from Cora, Wyo. He is president 
of the Wyoming Stock Growers Association. He is a member of the 
General Council American National Cattlemen’s Association. He 
happens to be the majority floor leader of the Wyoming State Senate. 

He is commissioner for Wyoming on the upper Colorado River 
Commission, and in addition he is chairman of the Livestock Com- 
mittee of the Wyoming Farm Bureau Federation. 

Mr. Poace. We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Barlow. 


STATEMENT OF NORMAN BARLOW, PRESIDENT, WYOMING STOCK 
GROWERS ASSOCIATION, MEMBER, GENERAL COUNCIL AMERI- 
CAN NATIONAL CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Bartow. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have 
a short statement here that I will file with the committee but I would 
rather talk from notes, if it is permissible. 

Mr. Poace. Without objection. 

(The statement is as follows:) 
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STATEMENT OF NoRMAN W. Bartow, Cora, Wyo., PRESIDENT, WyomiIna Stock 
GROWERS ASSOCIATION, HEADQUARTERS, CHEYENNE, WyYoO. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am Norman W. Barlow, a rancher from north- 
western Wyoming where I have been engaged in the production of cattle for the 
past 27 years. The outfit that I own has been producing cattle since 1873. I am 
proud to say that I have, as a rancher and as president of the oldest organiza- 
tion in the State of Wyoming, namely, the Wyoming Stock Growers Association 
which will hold its 85th annual convention in June, felt that our business should 
be able to stand on its own feet and survive 

We in the cattle industry have found that many of our allied agricultural 
friends are surviving through the help of many federally supported programs. 
We in Wyoming, associated with our industry, have hoped that we could main- 
tain a healthy economy by using the old economic rule of supply and demand, 
and implementing this rule by making our product popular and increasing our 
consumption so that our prices for this product would enable us to continue in 
our chosen business. 

It has been the thinking of our industry in Wyoming that we are not getting 
our fair share of the consumer’s dollar as reflected through the housewife’s 
food basket, and we have thought that by advertising our product, by improving 
methods of use through research and other means of making the desirability 
for it more attractive, that we could figuratively eat ourselves out of our present 
low-price dilemma. 

Accordingly, the Wyoming Stock Growers Association, by resolution, has sup- 
ported the thinking of our national organization, namely, the American Na- 
tional Cattlemen’s Association, in forming and developing the National Beef 
Council since its organiaztion 2 years ago. 

We heartily endorse in principle Senate bill 646 and accompanying House 
bills that are identical in principle with this proposed legislation. We have found 
in Wyoming that it is impossible to raise any considerable amounts of money by 
popular subscription unless such collections are centralized at points of sale. 
The principle inculeated in the proposed amendment to the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act, as set forth in S. 646, certainly are democratic. It is voluntary on the 
part of any marketing agency that may handle the sale in requesting that deduc- 
tions be made for purposes indicated. It is likewise voluntary on the part of 
the producer, who will be paying for this particular activity, when such merchan- 
dise is sold at point of sale, and it will provide the mechanics wherein the meat 
industry in general and the beef industry in particular can secure funds to pro- 
mote better utilization and increased consumption of our product. 

The statistics that were released recently by the United States Department 
of Agriculture indicate that the per capita consumption so far in 1957 is running 
behind that of 1956. If this reduced consumption for meat should continue 
throughout the year, it would seem indicative of a trend that other goods are 
taking over more of the consumer dollar. 

Recognizing that this presents a very serious problem, we in Wyomnig con- 
nected with the meat industry want to be able to meet this increased com- 
petition by adopting a more progressive and up-to-date program. Only through 
increased advertising activities and larger research projects, and such other re- 
lated studies can we hope to increase the consumption of meat. We must raise 
more money to implement such needed programs. 

I would like to emphasize that we are not asking for any tax money. We are 
only asking for the privilege of assessing our industry to supply ourselves with 
our own funds to improve our industry. While this approach may seem a bit 
old fashioned, we are still hoping that it has potency and that we can, by fav- 
orable action from this committee, successfully process through the Congress 
and obtain favorable consideration for this proposed legislation. 


Mr. Bartow. Because we have had a lot of things happen in the last 
2 days that it would seem affects us as producers and producer organi- 
zations, particularly in this proposed legislation, namely House bill 
5244. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to read, if you would permit, some refer- 
ence has been made to memorandum that has come out of the Depart- 
ment since we arrived in Washington. 
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I think the members of the committee have it, but it would seem 
that there has been considerable observations made that are conflicting. 

It is very simple, it is very short, it is very concise. It may or may 
not be part of the proposal that you and your committee may suggest 
when you get into the report of this particular legislation, but it 
would seem that a lot of the discussion we have had the last 2 days 
certainly has not, in my opinion, reacted according to the language of 
this memorandum. 

It has no official status, it may or may not be subject of discussion 
before your committee. 

But in reading this, Mr. Chairman, it is short and I would like to 
read it. It could be in some part of 5244 or any subsequent bill that 
will be considered by your committee and it sa sthis: 

Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed as ais a market agency, 
upon request of a livestock-producer-sponsored association or organization, from 
making deductions from the proceeds of sale of livestock, or any species thereof, 
to finance research or sales promotion programs, to increase the volume of sales 
and returns to producers with respect to such livestock or meat or meat-food 
product derived from livestock: Provided, That in accounting to the shipper of 
such livestock the shipper is advised that the amount of the deduction, the pur- 
pose thereof, the organization that it was made for and that upon the request of 
of the shipper, the amount deducted will be paid to the shipper: And provided 
further, That such funds due are deducted other than those returned on the 
request of the shipper are turned over to the association or organization re- 
questing the deduction. 

Mr. Chairman, that is language that may or may not get considera- 
tion but it has been given considerable discussion and I just would like 
to have it into the record for what it is worth. 

In Wyoming, we are a producer State. We have felt several years 
by resolution that we were not getting our fair share of the consumer 
dollar relative to the product that we are producing. 

And by resolution, Mr. Chairman, we have felt as an industry, a 
producing industry, that we should do something about it ourselves, 
and it has not been br ought before this committee—it is before the com- 
mittee in the Senate or this committee here as to the extent of what 
some State organizations are willing to do for themselves, and with 
your permission, I would like to read this resolution, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poace. Very well. 

Mr. Bartow. Because we have gone, I think. possibly to a greater 
extent in trying to finance at the State fevel within our own industry 
things what we » think are needed. 

Whereas we feel such need is increasingly apparent; and 

Whereas voluntary contribution programs previously proposed have not turned 
out too well; and 

Whereas we feel some definite steps must be taken at once to increase the 
consumption of beef as a means of avoiding an oversupply of our product: 
Now, therefore, be it 

_ Resolved, That we suppport the National Livestock and Meat Board and the 
National Beef Concil and urge that the National Livestock and Meat Board 
and the National Beef Council make a study of the possible methods of collect- 
ing funds on a per-head basis at the market centers or on some other nationwide 
basis, Such funds to be on all cattle marketed and to be of a sufficient amount 
to guarantee aggressive and adequate national beef promotion program; be it 
further 

Resolved, That this association go on record as favoring the collection of an 
ainount equal to 15 cents per head on all cattle marketed and herein declare 
its willingness to subscribe to a national program to that amount; be it further 
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Resolwed, That copies of this resolution be sent to the president of the National 
Livestock and Meat Board and to the president of the National Beef Council 


and to our congressional delegation in order that our representatives in Wash- 


ington may know that if legislation is necessary to accomplish the collection 
of moneys herein mentioned that this organization is in support of such a 


program. 

In Wyoming, our industry is behind this proposed legislation, Mr. 
Chairman, to the extent that we feel in Wyoming that 15 cents per 
head for cattle is an eligible amount to do the things that we are 
anxious to have done for ourselves, and bear in mind that our industry, 
as I see it, possibly comes closer to trying to support itself and its own 
economy than any other branches of agriculture. 

We are down here asking for permissive legislation, to help our- 
selves out of what we find now is a dilemma that is most discouraging. 

It is further discouraging, Mr. Chairman, because in 1956, we had 
an alltime per capita consumption of meat. We have been told by the 
Department that in 1957, so far, projected, that instead of having in 
our particular species of meat 83 pounds that we may end up at “the 
end of 1957 with 80% pounds per capita. 

This is very discouraging, Mr. Chairman, because it would seem 
that with an increased economy and further purchasing power that 
we are losing some of the advantages we had in our market. 

Now, whether it is going into other food products or whether it is 
being taken by other competition in the consumer dollar, those are 
things that can be determined but we are sure that we can only further 
our cause by increasing the desirability of it; advertising, research 
and promotional things are some of the things that are necessary, in 
our opinion. 

So in closing, Mr. Chairman, I would submit to you as chairman of 
the committee and to the committee in general, that what we have tried 
to do here the last 2 days probably represents the greatest accumulation 
of producers organizations that we have had in Washington for a long 
time. 

We have all three species of producer organizations here, asking for 
one thing and one thing only, permissive legislation to finance our- 
selves, to help ourselves with what we think is good for ourselves. 

It has been said here, and I honestly think so, that what we are 
asking isn’t good for us. We won’t be here today if we hadn’t batted 
better than 50 percent average in our business and we are here now, 
cooperating with you, asking you as chairman and members of this 
committee and the Congress in general, to permit us to try to solve the 
things that we think are good for our industry. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Poaer. Thank you very much, Mr. Barlow. 

Mr. Foutx. Sir, I would like to present Robert Munyon. He is 
No. 16 on that list. He is from San Francisco, Calif., and he has been 
sent here to represent the California Beef Industry Council, the Cali- 
fornia Cattlemen’s Association, the California Cattle Feeders Asso- 
ciation, the California Milk Producers Federation, Western Dairy- 
men’s Association, California Wool Growers Association, California 
Pork Producers Association, California Hereford Association, Pacific 
Coast Angus Association, and the Western States Meat Packers Asso- 
ciation. 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT W. MUNYON, MANAGER, CALIFORNIA 
BEEF INDUSTRY COUNCIL 


Mr. Munyron. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee—— 

Mr. Poacs. Weare glad to hear from you. 

Mr. Munyon. As I appear before you today I am reminded of an 
experience I had in San Francisco a few days ago as I sat in my 
office on the fifth floor of the Flood Building during an earthquake. 

Today I feel a difference but similar feeling of discomfort in having 
to appear before you to present a viewpoint that differs from the view- 
point of the president of our California Farm Bureau Federation, 
whom I understand is not speaking on behalf of the California Farm 
Bureau but on behalf of the American Farm Bureau Federation. 

I do not have a prepared statement. However, in order to get the 
deck cleared, I would like to read one letter and for the record file the 
balance of them because I think this one letter is germane to the point. 


The executive committee of the California Milk Producer’s Federation in their 
meeting Tuesday at Modesto unanimously went on record in favor of 8S. 646 
(Mundt and Eastland) and its companion bill, H. R. 5244 (Poage), which would 
legalize the making of deductions for voluntary promotional programs, by fed- 
erally posted livestock markets when requested to do so by the livestock producer 
shipping stock through these markets. 

While this will have only a minor direct effect in California— 


and I would like to elaborate on that at this precise moment, inasmuch 
as California has only three Federally posted markets, but there is a 
substantial feeling by producers in California that unless this legisla- 
tion is enacted, and beef promotion is permitted to grow and develop 
in the other cattle-producing areas of the United States that we are 
vasting our time out in the West— 

yet we are vitally aware of the great need for meat promotional work nation- 
ally, efforts which cannot but help the California livestock and dairy producers. 
We also have seen the effects in the dairy industry of the fine American Dairy 
Association program, which is supported entirely by voluntary contributions on 
a national level, and feel that any producer who desires to contribute to a similar 
program on livestock promotion should be entitled to do so through this livestock 
sales agency, instead of being prohibited from so doing by the laws which 8. 646 
and H. R. 5244 would correct. 

Incidentally, on the point of those two bills I have been in touch with 
not all but several of the organizations in California by telephone, 
attendant to the amendment that was discussed yesterday on the other 
side, and I find that there is complete concurrence in the provisions 
contained in that proposed amendment. 

We represent about 1,600 grade A dairy farmers in the 46 counties north of the 
Tehachapis— 
which is the Mason-Dixon line in California, separating the north 
from the south— 


and know that we speak for those farmers when we request favorable action on 
these bills to make such voluntary contributions possible and legal. 
Sincerely yours, 


LYNN BRAMKAMP, 
California Milk Producers’ Federation. 

I will not read other letters, but I do have essentially the same kind 
of support around this point from the Western Dairymen’s Associa- 
tion which is an association of almost equivalent size of the California 
Milk Producers Federation. 
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I have a letter here from the president of the California Hereford 
Association. I havea letter from the secretary of the California Wool 
Growers Association, and incidentally, around this, if I may move 
away from the point for just a moment, during the last year we have 
had a modest but pretty aggressive promotion program in California 
and on many, many, many occasions we have joined with the California 
Wool Growers and their representatives in cooking schools and in 
demonstrations where we have cooperated in getting the beef story and 
the lamb story across to the consumers, and I recall, without shame, the 
many times that I have assisted the wool growers in distributing their 
material along with ours because I feel we do have an overriding 
interest in all of agriculture in addition to our selfish interest in our 
own commodity whichever it m: iy be. 

I have a letter here from Jessie T. Bell, secret ary, California Pork 
Producers Association. I have a letter here from E. Floyd Forbes, 
president and general manager of the Western State Meat Packers 
Association, although yesterday we did hear from their Washington 
represents itive, Blaine Liljenquist, and I don’t know whether he is here 
today or not and will be speaking for them in their regard, also a letter 
from the California Cattlemen’s Association, and a letter from the 
president of the California Cattle Feeders Association. 

To amplify the interest and sincere desire on the part of California 
Producers to effect some sort of a self-help program, I must allude to 
a little of California’s history, because undoubtedly California has 
done more by way of self-help ‘than any other State in the Union. 

Over the last 22 years, and incidentally California produces in the 
neighborhood of some 180 crops and, as you gentlemen might expect, 
we would experience some marketing difficulties with some of those 
crops some of the time; during the past 22 years we have had 28 of our 
crops that have voted compulsory y checkoffs for market stabilization 
and promotion, varying in degrees whether it be stabilization and/or 
promotion. 

In addition to that many years ago the California Dairy Industry 
Advisory Board established legislation in our State legislature, sup- 
ported aggressively by our Farm Bureau, and incidentally within the 
last 2 or 3 weeks that particular piece of legislation expired and Farm 
Bureau was aggressively active in having that renewed. 

Last year, over $6 million was raised in California on a compulsory 
checkoff system for not all but some of these 28 crops. , 

IT mentioned the dairy industry advisory board and I would like to 
elaborate on that for just a moment. There were references made 
here early today that the American Dairy Association had not done 
maybe the kind of job that needed to be done for the dairy indus try. 

Five million dollars spread nationally, when you break that down 

on a State basis and on a county basis, is not really much mone y and 
originally when, of course, the budgets of ADA were much smaller, 
the California Dairy Produc ers enacted this law and now they raise 
on a compulsory checkoff in excess of $500,000. 

Last year it was about $425,000, and w ith that money, they augment 
the activities of the American Dairy Association. 

And I would like to submit, sir, that within the last 15- vear period 
the per capita consumption of milk in the State of California has 
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increased 35 percent, in spite of the fact that California’s population 
has increased 87 percent. 

Now, the California Dairy Industry Advisory Board and the ADA 
cannot claim credit, | am sure, for all of that, but obviously they had 
something to do with it. 

Now, let me move on to our experience in California on beef promo- 
tion legislation because we were either the first or one of the first 
States to organize the beef council and I would like to talk a little bit 
about the erowth and the maturity of our efforts in that State. 

Originally, our activities were sponsored by the California Farm 
Bureau Federation, California Cattle Feeders, and California Cat- 
tlemen’s Association. 

Since that time we now embrace practically every producer group 
and allied industry in the State of California on our board of directors, 
either a voting capacity or in an advisory capacity. 

We have had the experience of a State referendum on a compulsory 
program which was voted on favorably by 54 percent of those pro- 
ducers voting, but the law required that we had to have a 65- percent 
assenting vote. 

I think that vote indicated two things: It indicated that the pro- 
ducers of California were not yet ready or maybe they never will be 
ready for a compulsory program, and I also attribute the failure of 
the election very largely to the apathy of myself and other members 
in the industry, because the feeling prevailed that it was going to win 
by 85 percent and the leaders in the industry did not get out and hustle 
the votes in the way that they should have. 

Very interesting as an aside on that, we had a 20-day voting period 
and our vote began on Friday, again on Saturday night over the 
American Broadcasting System there was a 15-minute transcription 
made by the president of the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
Shuman, and Carl Neumann, manager of the Livestock and Me: 
Board, not in direct opposition to our program, but explaining to 
the produce rs of California every reason in the world why another 
agency should not be set up and very frankly, gentlemen, that very 
nearly upset the support of the National Livestock and Meat Board 
in California. 

But fortunately older and wiser heads prevailed, and I think that 
has now been resolved. 

We have before our State legislature now, and he: ar ing will be held 
on the 19th of this month, legislation similar to the kind that you 
have heard propounded and has been passed by some of the other 
States, legislation of a voluntary nature which would provide for a 
checkoff on cattle and calves, with certain exemptions, and some other 
things which you are not interested in. 

And that all goes to the legislature with the support, so far as I 
know, of every producer in California. On the 12th of this month, 
the chairman of the California Livestock Department told the presi- 
dent of our California Beef Council that this legislation was the 
kind that California can support at our legislature and we expect to 
have that passed. 

There is one other thing that I think is germane and I am taking 
too much time, and I realize it, sir, but I would like to speak to one 
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question here regarding a statement that was made quoting from Mr. 
Rozzoni’s speech or presentation. 


We do not find that collecting funds in this manner— 
and he is speaking on a prior consent checkoff— 


we do not find that collecting funds in this manner on a strictly voluntary basis 
to be a problem. 


Today we are collecting on every conceivable kind of a basis that 
you can. We have individuals who are kind enough and remember to 
send in their funds. We send bills to people as we find they are 
selling cattle reminding them that they can make a contribution. 

We have an automatic checkoff at some of our markets where it is 
now legal and we have a prior consent checkoff at the posted markets 
at Stockton and south San Francisco. 

I agree with Mr. Rozzoni there are no problems insofar as that 
particular commission firm is concerned because that is a Farm Bureau 
commission firm and they are a hundred percent behind us. 

However, I should like to point out a few statistics on that. At 
that market where we had to get prior consent we are getting deduc- 
tions on from 10 to 15 percent of the cattle that are marketed. 

At south San Francisco, where we had to get prior consents, we 
are getting only 5 to 10 percent of the total possible, and at Dixon 
where we do not have to have prior consent we are getting 95 percent 
returns on the possible take, and at another Farm Bureau sponsored 
yard that was formerly contributing we are getting probably in 
excess of 99 percent of the producers where we did not have to get 
prior consent. 

I have some other points, sir, but rather than take more time, I 
shall not go into them, and I am available, of course, should there ‘be 
any questions. 

Mr. Poacr. We are very much obliged to you for making a most 
interesting and constructive statement, Mr. Munyon. We appreciate 
it very much. 

(The letters are as follows: ) 

CALIFORNIA CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION, 
San Francisco, Calif., March 28, 1957 
Mr. Rosert W. Munyon, 
Manager, California Beef Industry Council, 
541 Flood Building, San Francisco, Calif. 

DEAR Mr. Munyon: The California Cattlemen’s Association will greatly appre- 
ciate it if you would advise the California delegation and others in Congress that 
we join the American National Cattlemen’s Association and other livestock pro- 
ducer groups in supporting the passage of S. 646 and H. R. 5244. We consider this 
proposed enabling legislation very important for the welfare of the livestock 
industry. 

We feel that the future of voluntary self-help programs throughout the Nation 
depend on the passage of this legislation as it would permit the collection of 
voluntary producer funds to be used for programs of research and consumer 
education in an effort to help stabilize livestock prices. We have always been 
of the opinion that self-help effort is preferable to price subsidies or similar 
forms of Government aid, and the passage of this proposed amendment will 
enable livestock producers to develop promotion programs for beef and other 
red meats. 

Sincerely, 
J. Epgar Dick, Secretary. 





| 
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CALIFORNIA CATTLE FEEDERS ASSOCIATION, 
Los Angeles, Calif., March 30, 1957. 
Re: Support for 8. 646 and H. R. 5244 
Mr. Rospert MUNYON, 
% Mayflower Hotel, Washington D. C. 


DEAR Mr. Munyon: You are hereby authorized to represent this organization 
in support of the passage of S. 646 by Mundt and Eastland and H. R. 5244 by 
Poage. 

Adequately financing a promotion program is very important to the beef 
eattle industry. Passage of these two bills will make it possible for more pro- 
ducers to make voluntary contributions to promotion funds. 

Very truly yours, 
CALIFORNIA CATTLE FEEDERS ASSOCIATION, 
DEAN Brown, President. 


CALIFORNIA MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
Sacramento, Calif., March 29, 1957. 
ROBERT MUNYON, 
Manager, California Beey Industry Council, 
Mayflower Hotel, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Bos: The executive committee of the California Milk Producers’ Federa- 
tion in their meeting Tuesday at Modesto unanimously went on record in favor 
of S. 646 (Mundt and Bastland) and its companion bill, H. R. 5244 (Poage) 
which would legalize the making of deductions for voluntary promotional pro- 
grams, by federally posted livestock markets when requested to do so by the 
livestock producer shipping stock through these markets. 

While this will have only a minor direct effect in California, yet we are 
vitally aware of the great need for meat promotional work nationally, efforts 
which cannot but help the California livestock and dairy producers. We also 
have seen the effects in the dairy industry of the fine American Dairy Associa- 
tion program, which is supported entirely by voluntary contributions on a na- 
tional level, and feel that any producer who desires to contribute to a similar 
program on livestock promotion should be entitled to do so through this livestock 
sales agency, instead of being prohibited from so doing by the laws which S. 646 
and H. R. 5244 would correct. 

We represent about 1,600 Grade A dairy farmers in the 46 counties north of 
the Tehachapis, and know that we speak for these farmers when we request 
favorable action on these bills to make such voluntary contributions possible 
and legal. 


Sincerely yours, 
LYNN BRAMKAMP, 
Manager, California Milk Producers’ Federation. 


MERCED, CALir., March 27, 1957. 
Rosert W. Munyon, 


870 Market Street, 
San Francisco, Calif. 
CALIFORNIA BEEF INDUSTRY COUNCIL, 
541 Flood Building, 
San Francisco, Calif.: 


In confirming our phone conversation of March 26 it is with pleasure that the 
Western Dairymen’s Association supports you in your endeavor to promote 
beef promotion on a national level. We wholeheartedly support S. 646 and other 
pending bills covering this very important subject. Please feel free to call us 
at any time to assist in this very worthwhile program. 

WESTERN DAIRYMEN’S ASSOCIATION, 
DonaLp J. McMann, Manager. 
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CALIFORNIA HEREFORD ASSOCIATION, 
Pleasanton, Calif., March 25, 1957. 
Mr. Rosert MuNYON, 
California Beef Industry Council, 
541 Flood Building, San Francisco, Calif. 

Deak Bos: It is my understanding that you are making a trip to Washington 
next week in behalf of Senate bill 646 and its companion bill H. R. 5244. The 
California Hereford Association would like you to add its support to your 
venture and join with the CCA in pushing for the passage of these bills. We 
feel that promotional and research work are becoming more and more essential 
in the beef industry, so hope that your trip will be of some help in the passing 
of these bills as they would make collection of funds much simpler. 

With best regards. 

C. Bruce Orvis, President. 













































CALIFORNIA Woon GROWERS ASSOCIATION, 
San Francisco, Calif., March 27, 1957. 
Mr. Rosert MuNyYoN, 
Manager, California Beef Industry Council, 
Flood Building, 870 Market Street, 
San Francisco, Calif. 

DeAR Bos: We are delighted to hear that you are going to Washington for the 
purpose of urging the enactment of S. 646, a bill amending the Packers and 
Stockyards Act, 1921, to permit deductions for self-help meat promotion program. 
We consider this proposed legislation very important for the welfare of the 
meat industry. 

Resolution No. 5, a general meat promotion plan adopted at the 92d annual 
convention of the National Wool Growers Association at Las Vegas, Nev., Janu- 
ary 1957, recommended that Congress establish a uniform method of collecting 
funds for meat promotion. A copy of this resolution is enclosed. 

The California Wool Growers Association is affiliated with the National Wool 
Growers Association and endorses this resolution. 

We shall greatly appreciate it if you, in contacting Members of the California 
delegation and others in the Congress, will inform them that the members of 
our association favor a meat promotion plan as recommended by our National 
Wool Growers Association. 

Sincerely yours, 


W. P. Wine, Secretary. 


FRESNO, CALIF., March 30, 1957. 
RoBeERT MUNYON, 
Mayflower Hotel, 
Washington, D. C.: 
California Pork Producers Association authorizes you to speak on their behalf 
in favor of legislation for checkoff. 
JESSIE T. BELL, 
Secretary, California Pork Producers Association. 


WESTERN STATES MEAT PACKERS ASSOCIATION, INC., 
San Francisco, Calif., March 26, 1957. 
Mr. Rosert MUNYON, 
California Beef Industry Council, 
Flood Building, San Francisco, Calif. 

DeAR Bos: It is our understanding that you are going to Washington to con- 
tact various Senators and Congressmen with respect to the self-help beef pro- 
motion bills (S. 646) by Senator Mundt and Senator Eastland and H. R. 5244 
by Representative Poage of Texas. We hope that Congress is heartily in favor 
of this legislation. We hope that Congress will pass the self-help program so 
the beef industry will be able to carry on an adequate national beef promotional 
campaign. 

We would appreciate your mentioning to those Congressmen and Senators you 
talk with the fact that our Association is heartily in favor of this legislation. 

Very cordially yours, 
E. F. ForBeEs, 
President and General Manager. 
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Mr. Fux. I would like to call on Wilbur Plager. Mr. Plager is 
from Blairsburg, Iowa. He has a farm, and raises hogs. 

He is also a past president of the National Swine Growers Council. 
He is presently a director of the National Livestock and Meat Board. 
He is field representative of the lowa Swine Producers Association, 
and is a member of the United States Department of Agriculture 
Livestock Marketing and Research Committee. 

Mr. Poace. We will be glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF WILBUR PLAGER, FIELD SECRETARY, IOWA SWINE 
PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION, AND MEMBER, EXECUTIVE COMMIT- 
TEE, NATIONAL SWINE GROWERS COUNCIL 


Mr. Prager. I have eight or so copies of my statement here if you 

ra to have them. 

am Wilbur Plager, field secretary of the Iowa Swine Producers 
Aiea. and on the executive committee of the National Swine 
Growers Council; also past president of the National Swine Grow- 
ers Council. I am a director on the National Livestock and Meat 
Board. 

We produce around 400 hogs per year on my farm—that is what 
I am representing here at my own expense. 

On behalf of the livestock producers, I wish to take this opportunity 
to thank you for the privilege of expressing some of their desires to 
do some things for themselves. 

I started farming i in 1928. Many things have happened to livestock 
producers during this period of time, some pleasant, many not. In 
spite of the many uphill battles the livestock producer has had, he 
is one of the few in agriculture today who still believes in free enter- 
prise, with the law of supply and demand as a basic part of his 
business. 

Livestock producers are producing a basic food for most meals 
which has proven very nutritious and health giving. Diets today call 
for more animal protein in order to make better nutrition a pleasant 
and enjoyable part of our eating habits. 

Livestock producers cannot remain rugged individualists much 
longer if not given some opportunity to help themselves. That is 
all we are asking for. I imagine it is unusual to have a group come 
to Washington, D. C., these days wanting to do something for them- 
selves, I can assure you that we are. 

As a director on the National Livestock and Meat Board, I would 
like to discuss its role in meat promotion. I believe the Meat Board 
has done a good job. However, a good job does not mean that every- 
thing has been done, by any means. 

Some would try to make one believe this. The more I look, the 
more opportunities I can see for meat. We have had generation after 
generation of girls graduating from school who do not know nearly 
enough about buying or preparing meats. Far more work needs to 
be done with hotels and restaurant trade. The Meat Board has 
barely scratched the surface. 

Many things need to be done, such as quality improvements; mar- 
keting of livestock in more uniform runs and ‘Ww eight; leveling mar- 
kets; ‘stronger livestock organizations; boar testing stations; on-the- 
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farm testing, such as litter marking, weighing, probing; also develop- 
ing exports; educational advertising and the part meat has to play 
in a better breakfast. 

These are just a few of the things that do not come under the 
realm of the National Livestock and Meat Board. These are strictly 
producer problems. 

I am enclosing some literature showing the work being done on 
quality improvement through carcass study and meat certification 
programs. Developing better muscled boars will help improve quality 
of pork, Sow herds that have had litters marked for identification 
at farrowing time, weighed for rate of gain, probed for fatback, 
will help identify superior lines of breeding to speed up our quality 
program. 

Extension Service and swine associations can help lead the way in 
testing. Producers are the ones who will need to furnish technicians, 
equipment, and so forth. 

The problem of marketing has only been scratched. 

Breakfast offers the best opportunity for swine producers to increase 
consumption of their product. 

Exports can help hog prices during times of distress in marketings. 
Some say this is wishful thinking. T don’t believe it. 

We have county swine associations in Iowa who are putting lard 
in the home economics classrooms where only a few knew that lard 
was shortening. 

Quality improvement is a producer problem—not the Meat Board’s. 
We realize this, and want some of our own money to solve some of 
these problems, such as the other segments of agriculture are allowed 
todo. Wedo not think that in asking for this privilege we are asking 
for anything unreasonable. 

The packer knows approximately what the percentage of bruises is 
in his slaughter—he buys his livestock accordingly. In other words, 
the producer is paying for bruises. How else could it be? 

Packers spend $50 million a year on brand advertising. This is 
good. I am quite sure, however, that most of the $50 million was 
deducted from the price of livestock. 

Retailers also spent $50 million on advertising; strictly price. I 
wonder if this was not reflected back to livestock prices. 

What the producers are asking for is only peanuts. However, it 
could make them feel like they are a part of the meats team. 

My observation of an agricultural producer is that when he be- 
comes involved in selling, he becomes much more quality conscious. 
Success in the livestock business will result from the combination of 
all these things. 

During the past, our main emphasis in research has been on economy 
of production. Quality was very much ignored. We have produced 
ourselves into the poorhouse. 

Livestock producers are more interested in price than the packer 
or retailer ever will be. However, merchants and politicians were 
quite concerned with $10 hogs a little more than a year ago, and | 
will tell you that we, as producers, were also. 

Retailers and packers are concerned with price only to the point 
where it affects their volume. One can give most anything away. 
As a producer, I am interested in volume, but at a little better price. 
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As a livestock producer, I ask your support to the amendment to 
the Packers and Stockyards Act to permit us to do the same things 
legally that other segments are being permitted to do. Livestock 
producers are beginning to wonder how much longer they can remain 
in their role of rugged individualists. 

Quite an issue has been made of the 48 States making this collection. 
To me, in Iowa, the Iowa Livestock Council, which would be an 
organization of the beef cattle, hog swine association, our swine asso- 
ciation, our sheep association, that group would make the collection 
the same as that in the case of South Carolina, and I will guarantee 
you one thing, that the National Livestock and Meat Board would get 
more money than they have in the past. 

I cannot go along with the thinking of the American Dairy Asso- 
ciation. The American Dairy Association has had 48 States making 
their collections in the past. If that is fragmentation to do it in 
the livestock business, it is fragmentation in the dairy business. 

In the State of Iowa, they have a hundred county swine associations ; 
maybe that is frogmentation, also. 

So far as duplication, I think some of the examples that have been 
made are certainly a long way from being a true picture. My obser- 
vation has been when all meats have been advertised, it results in the 
selling of more meats of all types. 

We have—as livestock producers, we have—a big problem ahead of 
us in the case of animal fats, and that includes other species of live- 
stock than swine. That includes the beef and the lamb. 

And I have not seen too many counterclaims to some of these stories 
that we have had in the paper. I think we have some facts and figures 
that could help straighten out some of the poorer publicity that ani- 
mal fats have had. 

One of the things that we as livestock organizations are interested 
in is getting more promotion on some of the least valuable cuts so it 
brings up the total value of our livestock. 

Some mention has been made today, by Mr. Butz, of what the re- 
search has been through land-grant colleges and the USDA. That is 
very fine, and the National Swine Growers Council’s program is to 
develop, to work and channel any research through those kind of 
mediums. I included in your folder some pictures that you see here, 
a lot of the land-grant colleges and USDA—this hog in the middle, 
which is a meatless type of a hog, is the result of some of the USDA 
and land-grant-college work. 

There has been a lot of information put out in the past. Thank 
goodness, at the present time, we are going in the right direction in 
our research through the boar testing stations; and that is what we 
as producers would like to use some of this money for, to set up some 
boar testing stations, to do some on-the-farm testing, to improve the 
muscling and breeding stock, and that is what is going to be respon- 
sible for the big share of the improvement, not only in hogs, but will 
be improvement in quality in all types of livestock. 

These boar testing stations have proven their worth, and I think— 
and none of them were started by the United States Department of 
Agriculture or any land-grant college to any extent. It was producer 
started in most cases. And to me, that is as it should be. 
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I know that a little money for research on some of the things the 
producers absoluely want for themselves, would get faster results than 
some we have had in the past. 

To me, there is no question about the need of some producer money 
to go out here and do some of these things. 

When we get the quality of our hogs up, then maybe we will spend 
more money for advertising than we have in the past, and I have 
enough confidence in the livestock organizations that the money will 
be spent where it will get the most value, most return for the money 
invested. 

I also have here a Department of Agriculture tabulation of figures 
on the amount of calves, the amount of cattle, the amount of hogs, 
sold on a terminal auction under packers and stockyards regulations, 
that I would like to also include in the record. 

Mr. Poace. Without objection, it will be received. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


Livestock on farms Jan, 1 





1955 | 1956 estimate 
Cattle: 
All cattle and calves : 96, 592, 000 97, 465, 000 
Cows, heifers, and calves for milk. - . ‘ 35, 361, 000 | 34, 877, 000 
Other cattle and calves-_- ‘ 61, 231, 000 62, 588, 000 
Hogs (born or saved)... ._-- 95, 600, 000 88, 100, 000 
Sheep (born or saved) ..........- . ; 20, 200, 000 20, 400, 000 
Salable receipts—Posted stockyards, 1955 * 
india iL Taeeee TLS 3 _— 0 r pt 
| Cattle Calves Hogs Sheep 
Terminal (64) ____.-- |} $18,581,218 | $3,799,129 $23, 787, 041 $8, 453, 637 
Auction (260) ....- 7, 531, 345 | 1, 432, 222 | 3, 251, 282 1, 574, 936 
ii ial ad. ; " ‘ 
he 26, 112, 563 5, 231, 351 | 27, 038, 323 10, 028, 573 
| | 
1 Calendar year 1955 and fiscal years ended Apr. 1, 1955, to Mar. 31, 1956. 
Total United States slaughter (including farm slaughter): 
Cattle--._- Bi nadhakt d Said: ‘ $26, 583, 000 
OS SES eee ont a E _.... 12,866,000 
Hogs... é ‘ Sse bmaelda tad : . 81,058, 000 
Sheep and lambs... _---. bed = i leat Tila ; ‘ 16, 553, 000 
aku cddetbl Luss. shocks — js 6 ws Aad ctheibiaiite ie ein ..-. 137,060, 000 


Mr. Prager. It would appear to me we just want the right to do 
these things for ourselves. 

Thanks a lot. 

Mr. Poagr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Fux. The last man on the list, No. 68, is Don Short, a 
rancher from North Dakota. He stayed here despite the storms down 
in that country. He is the president of the National Beef Council. 
Mr. Poacr. Mr. Short, we will be glad to hear from you. 
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STATEMENT OF DON SHORT, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL BEEF 
COUNCIL 


Mr, Suorr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have 
no prepared statement, sir. I would like to make a few comments, 
with your permission, on some of the points that have been brought 
out here today. 

I think one point that was made something of, sir, was the fact that 
the cost of administration of these promotional organizations would 
be quite a fantastic sum. I don’t know just what basis there is for 
that contention. 

I believe perhaps North Dakota, being one of the States that has 
been one of the primary ones that have started these mechanics of 
collecting money at the point of sale for this purpose, I think our 
experience in North Dakota and what we are doing is revealing in 
that category. 

We pay nothing for the administration of the program. It is 

rather a simple mechanical procedure to collect this money, to handle 

this money that is collected at the auction markets, and disburse it 
to the various points, including the National Livestock and Meat 
Board, where the money is intended to go. 

The North Dakota Stockmen’s Association, which has an office, 
handles this very simple mechanical procedure. 

I think in considering your bill, Congressman Poage, there are a 
few things that should be kept in mind. There are no compulsory 
provisions in this bill. That premise has perhaps been contested 
somewhat, but I still think that it is a purely voluntary operation. 

Any program of research and promotion that would be financed by 
the market deductions must continually merit the approval of both 
the producer and the market agency or it is going to stop. It is just 
that simple, to me. 

Second, the question has arisen as to why couldn’t the livestock 
industry proceed like many other commodity groups in raising money 
for a promotion program. Well, simply because the Pac kers and 
Stockyards Act prohibits us from doing it at the federally posted 
markets. 

North Dakota is carrying on this market deduction program at the 
auction markets in North Dakota which are not supervised by the 
Department of Agriculture under the Packers and Stockyards Act. 
We would like to be able to follow our cattle to South St. Paul and 
Fargo and Chicago and Sioux City and have this deduction made 
there. 

Another point is, why is it not possible for some existing organi- 
zation to do this job? It is not within the financial ¢ apac ity of any 
existing organization that I know of to do this job with their present 
budget. A point-of-sale deduction program has to be inaugurated to 
raise the money that we need to do this job. 

For the same reasons that all people do not belong to existing live- 
stock or general farm organizations, they could not be expected to 
contribute to a deduction program sponsored by any existing organ- 
ization. 
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The promotion organization must be a single-purpose organization, 
I think, sir. I think that is one of the vital points in this whole 
thing, that this money is collected for a single purpose, and it must 
be used for a single purpose. 

The money must o used for the purposes specified when the deduc- 
tion is made. Promotional organizations will be composed of pro- 
ducers; the money will be furnished by producers; the promotional 
effort will be directed by producers; the producer should be able to 
determine how he wants to spend his own money. 

And the producer, after all, to me is the only one who is primarily 
concerned with the price level in this whole picture. The packer is 
not so concerned, the retailer is not so concerned. 

Several States now have in operation completely voluntary point- 
of-sale deduction plans. These plans are working to the satisfaction 
of those contributing. 

There are few, if any, requests for the return of the deduction. 

In our State of North Dakota, the mechanics of obtaining this deduc- 
tion, if anyone wants it, is very, very simple to me. The individual 
bringing his livestock to the market simply goes up to the window and 
asks for his money back, and he gets it right there. 

Incidentally, in the thousands of different consignments that have 
been made in the last year and a half in North Dakota, there have been 
a mere handful of — for the return of this money. 

Right now, perhaps, I should mention the fact that it has been 
intimated that the receipts to the Nationa] Livestock and Meat Board 
have decreased as a result of the implementing of these promotional 
fund-raising plans. In the first place, I would like to point out that 
every State that I know of—and I believe in 18 States at the present 
time—have organized some kind of a State beef council, and I think 
without exception they have eee into their avowed purposes 
the financial support of the National Livestock and Meat Board. 

We in North Dakota collect 5 cents a head on the cattle that are 
marketed on our auction markets. We send 2 cents a head to the 
National Livestock and Meat Board. We remit it monthly. 

I think many other States do practically the same thing that are 
collecting money. 

I think is is only fair to point out, and I wish the gentleman from 
Florida was here to speak for his own State personally, but Florida 
instituted a program of this kind within the past several months, and 
they have been contributing to the National Livestock and Meat Board, 
and it is the first time in history, sir, that any contribution, as I under- 
stand it, has ever been received by the Meat Board from the State of 
Florida. 

I believe perhaps the most important part of this whole effort is that 
the individual producer remain close to and completely aware of 
what is going on in this operation. Too many times we set up a pro- 
gram, turn it over to some professional manager, and proceed to wash 
our hands of any feeling of responsibility. 

I believe perhaps the most important part of this whole effort is that 
that we keep it on that basis. 

The producer has made it very evident, by resolution and personal 
effort, that he wants the right to use his own money, to promote his own 
product. The legislation under consideration here today only puts the 
stockman on an equal basis with producers of other commodities who 
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are already doing what we find ourselves restricted from doing by a 
Federal regulation. 

Mr. Chairman, I could talk endlessly on this subject. In the in- 
terest of saving time, I will defer to any further testimony that will 
be offered today, sir, and I assure you that I think the presentation 
which has been made by people from, I believe, some 29 States— 
Kenny advises me that there have now been 33 States represented 
here in the interests of this legislation—I have no idea how many 
different organizations or how many, perhaps in the final analysis, 
individuals—that, to me, have very sincerely and very conscientiously 
asked the Federal Government to give them permission to help them- 
selves on the same basis that other commodity groups are able to help 
themselves, sir, at this time. I thank you very much. 

Mr. Poagr. Thank you very much, Mr. Short. 

Mr. Fux. Thank you very much, sir. I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity. 

Mr. Poace. May I suggest that among your witnesses this morning 
is Mr. Welder. I think he had a statement to make, and the Chair 
would like to hear his statement. I know that it has to do with 
the operation of the Beef Council, and we have not heard of the 
operation of the Beef Council. 

Mr. Welder, would you like to make a statement. If so we will be 
glad to hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF LEO WELDER—Resumed 


Mr. Wevper. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, all that 
I would like to do is, I have some—I am Leo Welder, president of the 
Texas Beef Council, which is the promotional arm of the beef industry 
in Texas. 

I am also a director of the Texas and Southwestern Cattle Raisers’ 
Association. And I might say here that because we left the only 
copy of the resolution from that association with the Senators yes- 
terday, if it is permissible, we may file that resolution at a later date. 

Mr. Poace. That is all right. We will be glad to receive it. 

Mr. Wevper. And this other material that I have here is material 
that shows what the results of the operation of the Texas Beef Coun- 
cil have been over the first 2 years that we were in operation. If it is 
permissible, I would like to enter this in the minutes. These are some 
copies of an article, also, that appeared in the Progressive Farmer, 
that I think brings out very clearly why we need to do this job of 
promotion, and this article is entitled “Let’s Begin Pulling Together— 
‘We Must Sell Meat!” 

Mr. Poace. It was your idea to file this as part of the record ? 

Mr. WetpeR. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poace. Without objection, that may be received. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


[Reprinted from the Progressive Farmer, April 1957] 
The Editorial Viewpoint 
LET’s BEGIN PULLING TOGETHER—WE Must SELL MEatT 


This may come as a surprise to some, but the American public does not spend as 
great a share of its income on meat now as before the war. The fact that per- 
capita consumption of meat has gone up since the war has lulled many people 
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into complacency about meat consumption. Prewar people spent a quarter of 
their food dollar on meat. By 1955, meat purchases accounted for only a fifth 
of the food dollar, while overall food purchases have been increasing. And this 
has happened with one-third less hours of work now being needed to buy a 
pound of meat than in pre-war times. 

If our livestock economy is to continue to grow, vigorous action must be taken 
to “sell” the public that meat is a bargain and a healthful food. 

Only recently have livestock leaders decided they must sell on a competitive 
basis with other foods and consumer goods. A loosely organized national live- 
stock promotion group is pressing for legislation that will allow marketing agen- 
cies to deduct 10 cents a head on cattle, 5 cents a head on hogs and 2% cents on 
sheep marketed. The fund so raised would be used to promote the eating of 
more meat. The planis voluntary. It would be up to the producer to say whether 
the deduction would be made. The plan has the blessing of nearly all livestock 
producer groups, and deserves widespread support of all producers of livestock. 





OPERATION OF THE TEXAS BEEF CouNcIL, DALLAS, TEX. 
MEMORANDUM ON RESULTS OF FIRST YEAR’S BEEF PRODUCTION, 1954-55 


The Texas Beef Council’s beef promotion program, consisting of a well- 
rounded program of publicity and education directed at teaching housewives 
more about the less expensive cuts of beef and how to cook them was launched 
in September 1954. 

Approximately $75,000 was spent in this educational work, on publicity mate- 
rials, special events, research and preparation. 

At the end of the first year, a survey was made among meat retailers to appraise 
results. 

Meat retailers in the 14 principal Texas cities were asked the following seven 
questions: 

1. Have you been aware of the Texas Beef Council’s effort to sell more beef 
(and veal) during the past year? Of 581 retailers queried, 580 said “Yes.” One 
said “No.” 

2. In your opinion, are the methods being used by the Council on the right 
track? 580 said “Yes.” One said “No.” 

3. Are your beef sales up during the first 9 months of 1955 compared to pre- 
vious years? 576 said “Yes.” Five said ‘‘No.” 

4. If so, how much? Average increase reported by 576 stores is 16.7 percent. 

5. Do you attribute this increase to the Beef Council’s promotion efforts? 421 
said “Yes.” 159 didn’t know. One said “No.” 

6. Should the Texas Beef Council continue its work? 537 said “Yes.” Forty 
four did not respond. 

7. Will you use Beef Council materials in the future? 579 said “Yes.” Two 
did not respond. 

Twenty-two packers were asked approximately the same questions, with ap- 

proximately the same results. 


MEMORANDUM ON RESULTS OF SECOND YEAR’S BEEF PROMOTION, 1955-56 


During the second year’s program, the Texas Beef Council had approximately 
$40,000 available for its program which was carried on along the same lines as 
its first year. 

At the end of the second year, 767 meat marketers Were again surveyed. 

The following questions were asked in the survey : 

1. Have the Texas Beef Council's efforts to familiarize homemakers with econ- 
omy cuts helped you sell more beef? 767 said “Yes.” 

2. Have beef sales shown an increase over last year? 720 said “Yes.” 6 said 
“No.” 41 have leased operations ; no figures available. 

3. Ifso, how much? 720 averaged 16 percent gain. 

4. Do you attribute this increase to the beef industry’s promotion efforts? 698 
said “Yes.” 22said “No.” 47 didn’t answer. 

5. Are packaged frozen beef sales increasing? 441 said “Yes.” 270 said “No.” 
6 failed toanswer. 50 do not stock. 

6. What percentage of total beef sales does frozen beef account for? 441 said 
“Slight.” 
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7. Is the demand for forequarter cuts up? 522 said “Yes.” 87 said “No.” 
117 said “Even.” 41 failed to answer. 

8. Ifso, how much? 522 averaged 9.4 percent increase. 

9. Should the council continue its work? 767 said “Yes.” 

Mr. Wevper. I would like to comment very briefly on what the re- 
sults of our operations were in Texas. 

For 1954 and 1955, which was the first year, we queried 581 retailers 
and asked them what the results of beef promotion had been, if they 
thought there had been any increase in the consumption of meat in 
Texas over the first 9 months of the program. 

The report was this: 576 of the 581 queried said there was a 16.7- 
percent increase; and we asked them if they thought the efforts of the 
beef council in any way helped this increased consumption. 421 said 
that they thought it did: 159 did not know; and 1 said or responded 
negatively. 

Then in the second year, which was 1955-56, we sent the same set of 
questions out. There was a little variation, but the pertinent ones 
were: Of 767 people, retailers, that were asked if consumption was 
up, 720 reported that there was an additional increase of 16 percent; 
which showed approximately 33 percent, for the 2 years, increased 
consumption of beef. 

698 the second year reported that - y thought the efforts of the 
beef council were responsible; 22 said “No”; and 47 did not answer. 

I believe that that is all, except that I would like to say that the 
question of competition was brought up here earlier, and 2 these 
people who are here today represent the livestock —— try, I don’t 
think there is any fear between the sheep people and the hog people 
and the cattle people that we are going to hurt each other by separate 
promotion plans. 

thank you. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Welder, I just wonder if you would give us a little 
explanation about the beef council. It has never been explained how 
you function. 

Mr. Wevper. Well, sir, we are a promotional outfit. We haven’t 
bought any advertising: we haven’t had that kind of money. We 
would like to if we had the money. 

I would like to say, too, that we favor very strongly most of this 
money being spent on a national program, because we think that would 
be the most effective. But so far we have confined our operations, 
naturally, to Texas. 

We have used the material, a lot of the material, of the Meat Board. 
We have taken that material and, through our channels, have distrib- 
uted it. We have done work, editorially and so forth, more in the 
public relations field. 

We have had speakers before home-demonstration groups, and be- 
fore home-economics groups. We have had a film which has been 
shown on television which relates to preparation of meat. 

We have tried to push the economy cuts of meat, because we felt 
like these were the ones that the housewife did not know about, and 
we felt that they should know that steaks that cost a lot of money were 
not the only kind of meat; and that steaks, we felt, were high because 
some of the cheaper cuts were not broadly known about, they didn’t 
know how to prepare them properly, and therefore would only move 
ata very reduced price. So we called attention to those facts. 
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We distributed the first year over 2 million copies of a recipe folder 
which was put on the meat counters, and could be taken by people as 
they purchased meat; and there were 7 or 8, I have forgotten the num- 
ber, recipes in there for the preparation of these economy cuts. 

Mr. Poace. Just how is your beef council organized, and how are the 
officers selected? Whoarethe members? How is the financing done? 

You understand, there is nothing in this record which explains 
those things. 

Mr. Wevper. Well, the organization was set up in the beginning, 
we called together every known farm organization that we could think 
of in the State. I don’t think we missed any. We had the Dairy 
Association, the Texas and Southwestern Cattle Raisers’ Association, 
the Farm Bureau, all those people were asked to come to this meeting 
in the beginning, because we felt like it was a program that was related 
to anybody who was related at all to the industry, and in the beginning 
it was a membership proposition whereby we went out and got people 
to join this movement. 

We, of course, had to solicit these funds and attend a lot of meetings 
all over the State. This type of, I might add here, raising money is 
very expensive, and it ends up that in the final stages, after you have 
gotten all of the big contributors, it doesn’t cost you as much to collect 
the money as to what you get, and that is why we are so much in favor 
of this other plan where the money 

Mr. Poacr. That is the only financing you have at the present time? 

Mr. Wetper. Yes, sir. 

At the beginning, you will notice there we had a lot of money we 
didn’t have the second year, and that is because people in the related 
industries were asked to help us out, such as banks and feed mills, and 
so on, and we asked them to help us get off the ground, so to speak, 
and told them then that we wouldn’t be back ever year for those kinds 
of contributions. So you can see there just what happened to our con- 
tributions after the first year. 

Mr. Poacre. Who are the members of the Texas Beef Council now? 

Mr. Wexper. Well, mostly they are—well, I would say anybody who 
contributes to it is a member. 

Mr. Poace. How much is the average contribution ? 

Mr. Wetper. Well, we put it on a $10 minimum; or if it was cattle 
5 cents per head on a rendition basis, which would mean you would 
have to have over 200 cattle to pay more than $10. 

Mr. Poace. You are the president of it now. Who elects you, how 
are you elected? I am going into this simply so that we may have 
some kind of a record here. 

Mr. Wewvper. Well, we have an annual meeting, and there would be 
nominations, and if I was nominated, I would probably be elected, if 
there were no other nominations. But that is the way it has worked. 

Mr. Poaae. In other words, if somebody else would get you nomi- 
nated first, you would be elected ¢ 

Mr. Wevper. We haven’t had any fights on the floor yet. We might 
have. 

Mr. Poagr. I have an idea that probably some of them will shirk 
their obligation rather than seek it. 

Mr. Wexper. Well, it is a liability in certain respects. 
Mr. Poace. What other officers are there ? 
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Mr. Wetper. Sir? 

Mr. Poace. What other officers are there? 

Mr. Wevper. Well, there is a vice president and a secretary and a 
treasurer. 

Mr. Poace. The secretary and treasurer, are those paid positions? 

Mr. Wevper. No,sir. We have the manager of the thing, of course, 
who is paid. But the secretary and other officers, there is no salary 
connected with it. 

Mr. Poace. Yes. 

Are there any further questions ? 

I just felt we should have some idea as to what these are, and we 
are very much obliged to you for your presentation of it. 

Does that complete } your presentation, Mr. Fulk? 

Mr. Fux. Yes, sir. I would just like to file some things I thought 
might bring out some of the information that could be studied later. 

For example, in this letterhead it shows that beef is the key, and that 
is for Beef Month in Iowa this year, an entirely donated deal, where 
we sell a little sticker, we sell them or give them away; w here they 
want to donate for them, we take that money. There is no other money 
for doing it, and it lists some 30 organizations on the State level that 
cooperate. But we, the producers, put the money in, and the others 
join with us in putting over the program. 

Mr. Poacer. It will be necessary to file those, because they cannot 
be reproduced ; that is, you cannot reproduce the coloring. 

Mr. Fux. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poace. We will file those for the record. 

(The documents referred to were filed with the committee. ) 

Mr. Fux. Sir, on this, this can be reproduced. It just has a com- 
plete rundown of what our month was last year, and the different 
types of activities we did that would be of interest. 

Mr. Poace. There are other statements which have been given to 
the clerk which certainly we would want to make part of the record, 
and without objection, it will be allowed. 

Mr. Fuikx. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Poage. Thank you very much, Mr. Fulk. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 

Mr. Poacr. Now, are there any other proponents of the legislation 
who were not represented by Mr. Fulk and who desire to make a pre- 
sentation at this time ? 

I understand, Judge Montague, you will probably want to make a 
presentation a little later on in the proceedings; but are there any 
other proponents of this legislation now who wish to be heard? 


STATEMENT OF MRS. NOEL HARDY, WOLF CREEK, MONT. 


Mrs. Harpy. I am Mrs. Noel Hardy. I am a cattle rancher’s wife 
in Wolf Creek, Mont. 

I am educational director of the Montana Beef Council, and have 
served in that capacity with that organization since its incorporation 
several years back. 

I would like to bring out here, gentlemen, the financial statement 
of the Montana Beef Council funds, and what happened to them, for 
the months including November, December, 1956, and January 195 rT. 
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During this time, $13,374.53 was collected, over 624,855 receipts. 
Of this money, $5,053.41 was sent to the National Livestock and Meat 
Board, which our State organization has always supported. They 
have never withdrawn from it at any time in the past, and since our 
State Beef Council has been incor porat ed in Montana. 

Yesterday before the Senate Agriculture Committee, 1 presented a 
letter from the secretary of the Montana Beef Council to Jack Mil 
burn, the vice president of the American National Cattlemen’s Asso 
ciation here today, and in which was outlined the successful operatio: 
of a voluntary checkott system in Montana. 

I believe Mr. Milburn has submitted a copy of this letter to the 
subcommittee, which clearly outlines the success of the system in 
Montana, and states that the contribution to the National Livestock 
and Meat Board since 1954 has been doubled. 

Mr. Poace. That is the agency which Mr. Shuman said had cut 
down—— 

Mrs. Harpy. That is correct. 

Mr. Poace (continuing). On their payments as quick as they began 
to get a little money, is it not / 

Mrs. Harpy. Th: it is correct. I would also like to ee a statement 
at this time concerning resolutions passed i the American National 
Farm Bureau Federation in Miami, December 13, 1956, one resolu 
tion, passed by the 48 States, on promotion of agric ultur: il commodi 
ties; and another, which I would like to read, entitled “The Competi 
tive Principle”: 

Competition is a basic element in the spirit, the drive, the dynamic growth 
the efficiency, and the adaptability of American society. Unless the competitive 
concept is carefully guarded, private industry stagnates, becomes exploitive, o1 
is subjected to a growing complexity of government controls. 

Mr. Poace. Without objection, that will be received for the record. 

(The document referred to follows:) 


Srate OF Porrcy CONCERNING THE PROMOTION OF AGRICULTURE COMMODITIES 
PASSED IN CONVENTION BY THE 48 STATES OF THE AMERICAN FARM BUREAU 
FEDERATION AT MIAMI BEACH, FLA., DECEMBER 13, 1956 


PROMOTION OF AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES 


We believe that promotional work is essential for agricultural commodities 
The American Farm Bureau Federation through State and county units should 
stimulate interest among farmers and urge increased support for sound, well 
coordinated programs to promote the increased sale and total consumption of 
oo products without duplication of effort. 

Ve feel that any funds for the purpose of promoting the sale of farm com- 
cama should be collected on a voluntary basis by market agencies dealing 
directly with the individual producers involved. We define a voluntary check- 
off program as one (1) which leaves marketing agencies free to refuse to make 
deductions, or otherwise collect funds from producers for promotional purposes 
unless the individual producers have given prior approval for such deductions, 
and (2) which leaves producers free to refuse to contribute or enables them to 
obtain the refund within a reasonable time of any assessments that may be col- 
lected by the voluntary action of market agencies. The procedure for obtaining 
refunds should not be so burdensome as to have the practical effect of depriving 
individual producers of the opportunity to obtain refunds. 

We feel that any funds collected for promotional programs should be adminis 
tered by an organization of producers (with handlers and processors included 
where it is mutually agreed that they should be included) through its board 
or committee. Such funds should be used solely for the specific purposes for 
which collected and not for legislative or political activities. 
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THE COMPETITIVE PRINCIPLE 

Competition is a basic element in the spirit, the drive, the dynamic growth, 
the efficiency, and the adaptability of American society. Unless the competitive 
concept is carefully guarded, private industry stagnates, becomes exploitive, 
or is subjected to a growing complexity of government controls. 

Mrs. Harpy. Gentlemen, we in the Montana livestock industry are 
at the crossroads of our industry. We have had a most successful 
Beef Council in Montana. We have deducted 5 cents a head. We 
have kept 1 cent a head in the State; we have sent 2 cents to the 
National Beef Council, and 2 2 cents to the National Livestock and Meat 
Board. 

But we realize that we have to have other organized States that are 
allowed the freedom of choice in order to implement the national ad- 
vertising program to create increasingly wider consumption in our 
larger consumer areas. 

It is ine omprehensible to many of us in Montana that in lieu of the 
resolution supporting the National Beef Council passed by the Mon- 
tana Farm Bureau membership for several successive years, and the 
resolution passed in Miami by the 48 States in the American Farm 
Bureau Federation, and which will be submitted to the committee, 
that the leaders of the American Farm Bureau Federation and their 
paid staff members would attempt to close the door on an industry wide 
effort by livestock producers to allow themselves to compete on the 
industrial market for their share of the consumer dollars. 

We have been subjected to a good many glutted price results in our 
labor industry, but in this particular time I would like to impress 
upon you gentlemen who are making the laws that will depict the 
forthcoming nature of our economy, that we are perhs aps the only 
group in Washington here today that is not asking for a hunk of the 
mightiest haywagon in history. We are only asking the freedom of 
choice in bei ing allowed to increase consumption for our own product. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Poace. We are just as puzzled as you are as to why anyone 
should come up here and advocate free ent erprise and then deny the 
people who want to practice it the right to engage in it. 

Frankly, it is a puzzle to us, and we will try to solve it if we can. 

Mrs. Harpy. Congressman Poage, I would like to bring out that 
with your proposed bill, the door is still wide open for any marketing 
agency to refuse to pay. Any contributor who does not like the idea 
of the deduction can get his money back in 30 days, or any local 
Farm Bureau groups, or livestock groups, can stop an agency should 
they feel it is padding someone’s pockets on pat advertising con- 
tracts. 

It seems exceedingly peculiar for the Farm Bureau to back the 
checkoff system, which has been carried on by the National Livestock 
and Meat Board, which is cooperatively financed by both packers and 
producers, and then oppose producers in seeking to get demand for 
their product by the best proven means of America. 

We are in need of leaders who strongly can work together much 
more effectively than general groups in opposing basic principles of 
political interests. We don’t have any political interests in this pro- 
gram. We only want to increase the consumption of our own prod- 
uct. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 
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Mr. Poace. We are very much obliged to you for presenting these 
facts. I think these specific facts about the States are worth more 
than mere generalizations. 

Mrs. Harpy. Well, I just don’t like to see our State Beef Council, 
which has been a producer-sponsored organization and has worked 
very hard with no paid staff members, jumped upon the way they 
have been today. Thank you. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you. 

Now, is there anyone else who wants to speak in behalf of this 
legislation ? 

You don’t want to speak in behalf of it, do you? I want to find out 
if there is anybody here who wants to speak in behalf of this legis- 
lation. 


STATEMENT OF LLOYD HANNA, FARNESVILLE, ILL. 


Mr. Hanna. Lloyd Hanna, from Illinois. 

Mr. Poage. Yes, Mr. Hanna. You are on behalf of this, but not 
part of Mr. Fulk’s presentation ¢ 

Mr. Hanna. Yes, sir. I just want to take about a minute. 

Mr. Poace. We will be glad to hear from you. 

Mr. Hanna. May I stand right here? 

Mr. Poace. Certainly, just wherever you like. 

Mr. Hanna. Well, I think we have failed to bring out the real 
issues of this problem that we are working with, and I think I can 
best describe it, when I grew up and became about 13 years old, I had 
a younger brother, and when he got to be 11, he was old enough to 
whip me, or he tried to. We fought for a long time, and finally Dad 
came along, he caught us, he pulled us up and gave us both a good 
swift kick, and he says, “There is work around here for both of you, 
so get to work.” 

[ think it is about time the two organizations shake hands and get 
in unity. The problem is bigger than either one of us can whip. 

That is all I have to say. 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you very much. 

Those in favor of the legislation? Let us find out if there are any 
more opposed to the legislation before we take this thing up. Let us 
find out. Those of you who are opposed to this legislation, let us find 
out whom you represent. 

Mr. Hetnemann. Mr. Chairman, my name is Heinemann. I rep- 
resent the River Markets Livestock Group, which is an association of 
the livestock exchanges, commission men, from actual markets. 

Mr. Poacr. Who are you? 

Mr. Jounson. Reuben Johnson, assistant coordinator of legisla- 
tive service, representing the Farmers Union. We have had a tra- 
ditionally historic position of opposition to this kind of legislation, 
and I have a brief statement I would like to present to this com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Poacr. You are the only two who oppose this? 

Mr. Hetnemann. I would not like to be put down as opposing. I 
oppose the bill in its present form. 

Mr. Poace. Come right around, and go ahead and make your state- 
ment. We will get along here as fast as we can. 

Mr. Hetnemann. I think I can cover mine in about 5 minutes. 

Mr. Poaae. I hope so. 
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES B. HEINEMANN, COUNSEL, RIVER 
MARKETS LIVESTOCK GROUP, KANSAS CITY, MO. 


Mr. Hernemann. My name is Charles B. Heinemann, and I am 
here representing the River Markets Livestock Group, which is an 
informal group of livestock exchanges located at the following points: 
The Omaha Livestock Exchange, Sioux City, Kansas City, St. Louis, 
St. Joseph, Denver, Sioux Falls, S. Dak. 

Now, our people are not—in fact, have given me no instructions 
on their position on the general idea, the general purpose, of the 
people who are here in favor of this bill, as one that we sympathize 
with. Our success, our well-being, depends on the well-being of the 
producers. 

In the bill as proposed, however, we do see some mechanical diffi- 
culties that more or less concern my people. 

We are not dealing with our own money. We are dealing with 
these people’s money ; -and as a result, we have to be a little more care- 
ful, perhaps, than they would be in disposing of their money. 

The first thing we worry about is, the bill is addressed primarily to 
the market agencies at posted markets. We foresee some danger there 
that these fees, these deductions, will be made only at posted markets 
in some States. In such a case, we think that would be a disadvantage 
to the posted market, and that producers who were perhaps irritated 
by these deductions might thus be inclined to send their livestock 
direct to the packer or to a nonposted market where such deductions 
were not made. 

We think that should be given some consideration by the subeom- 
mittee in passing on this legislation. 

Mr. Poage. What would you suggest in that connection ? 

Mr. Heinemann. Well, from the testimony here, I gather that in 
many of the States at the present time, the collections are actually 
being made from imneiel markets, and possibly, at some points, 
even possibily from the packers. I think if the proponents of the 
legislation will see that that is generally the case, that will take care of 
that objection on our part. 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you. 

Mr. Heinemann. We just don’t want to be put at a disadvantage 
in relation to other points. 

Mr. Poage. Certainly. 

Mr. Hernemann. The next thing is, under the original bill as in- 
troduced, we did forsee a great deal of bookkeeping difficulties. In 
other words, we have one commission man here who perhaps has a 
bookkeeper, and his job is selling cattle, let’s say. Perhaps two or 
three organizations apply to him for the deduction that can be made 
for that one State. 

Now, there might be several—I think somebody estimated 144— 
organizations might request that money, and we wouldn’t want to see 
this little commissionman put in a position of having to write 144 
checks at the end of each month, possibly some of them for no more 
than 10 cents. 

In other words, it could be a good-sized bookkeeping difficulty, unless 
the thing is handled as it is today, that we just write at the end of 
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the month or the reporting period, we write one check to one organiza- 
tion, and let them allocate the money. 

Mr. Poacre. That is all they have to do under H. R, 5244, is it not 

Mr. Hernemann. I believe so, yes, sir. 

Now, under the mimeographed proposal that was circulated yester- 
day, and which has been discussed somewhat here tod: ay, it lets the 
Secretary of Agriculture off the hook on deciding which group is to 
be represented, but it takes this little commissionman, this little meat 
salesman or livestock salesman, and hangs him upon the hook and 
makes him decide who is going to be the proper organization. 

Under ordinary circumstances where there is only one group re- 
questing those funds, there will be no problem; but as the committee 
well knows, it is often hard to determine what the producer actually 
wants. In this very hearing here today, we have two groups of pro 
ducers opposing each other, ‘and it is going to put the commissionman 
on a pretty tough spot if he has to decide, first of all, is this a pro 
ducer-operated group, a producer-managed group, as would be re- 
quired under the legislation; and finally, to determine which of two 
opposing groups he is going to remit the deduction to. 

We think that is too much of a responsibility to put on the man 
whose business has no facilities for making that sort of investigation. 

I think that covers our main objection, and I think there are prob- 
ably none of them that can’t be eliminated. 

Mr. Poace. Then it is your feeling that H. R. 5244 meets your re- 
quirements more than the suggestion over in the other body ¢ 

Mr. Hersemann. Yes, sir. It does not rk for the establish 
ment of so many different groups. That would be a help. And i 
also would put that responsibility on the Secretary to decide, a re- 
sponsibility that we don’t desire. 

I think that is all. 

Mr. Poacr. We are very much obliged to you for your sugges ‘tions 
I think those kind of constructive suggestions are very helpful, and 
we want all of them we can get. 

Mr. Hernemann. As | say, I don’t think there are any of them 
that couldn’t be eliminated by some care and consideration in prepar- 
ing the bill. 

Mr. Poacer. That is very helpful. 

Now, Mr. Johnson, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF REUBEN JOHNSON, ASSISTANT COORDINATOR OF 
LEGISLATIVE SERVICE, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Jonnson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee; I am 
Reuben Johnson, assistant coordinator of legislative service, National 
Farmers Union. 

We are opposed to H. R. 3749 and similar legislation which amends 
the Packers and Stockyards Act to permit the deductions for a so- 
called self-help meat program, as the legislation is drafted at the 
present time. 

We have historically and traditionally opposed legislation to pro- 
vide compulsory deductions or checkoffs on crops or livestock. Our 
position in this regard is well known to most of the members of this 
committee. We have objected to three main points: 
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One, we have never been willing, as an organization representative 
of the interests of family farmers, to assume the cost of advertising 
and promoting raw material such as farmers produce when the proc- 
essors make allowances in pricing of processed goods for such. 

Two, we do not see how farmers really help themselves by a further 
cutting of their income to pay promotional and advertising costs of 
farm goods processed into many forms for use by the consumer. 

Three, we are of the opinion that advertising and promotional 
schemes have little effect on the total quantity of meats or other 
foods eaten by the consumer. On certain brands of food and kinds 
of meats and foods, yes; but certainly not on the total, overall quan- 
tity. 

If all you do is change the meat consumed from pork to beef or 
beef to pork temporarily, then we see little value of the legislation 
before this committee. 

While we oppose the legislation as presently drafted, Mr. Chair- 
man, we will not object to it if it is amended to provide for sellers 
of livestock to give prior written consent for deductions or checkoffs 
on each consignment to the marketing agency. 

We appreciate the opportunity to present our views. 

Mr. Poaar. Mr. Johnson, of course if we accept your third premise 
that advertising does not do any good, then obviously we must ac- 
cept your conclusion that it is foolish to spend money on something 
which does not accomplish anything. 

I think everybody will accept that conclusion, if they accept the 
premise. 

Personally, I do not accept the premise. I think that the money 
spent in advertising over the United States has proven time and 
again that it can vastly increase the market for any commodity; 
and if my premise is right, then I think, of course, that your second 
conclusion 1s wrong, also, where you say that it would not pay back 
and the farmers would simply lose in income. 

It seems to me that the opportunity is present in this field to 
make some of the largest returns for the investment that I have seen 
available in the agricultural field in a long while. I am not one of 
those who believes that this bill or any similar bill will solve the prob- 
lem of the livestock industry, nor will it make the livestock industry 
an extremely profitable operation, or anything of that kind; but if you 
can, by the checking off of 10 cents a head on cattle, raise the price of 
beef by 1 cent per pound, you will have a tremendously profitable 
operation to the producers. 

If your animals average a thousand pounds, you will just have a 
hundred times return on your money. That is all you would get, you 
would just get it back a hundredfold. 

Now, you do not have to raise the price of those animals but the 
merest fraction of a cent in order to pay back a profit, and it seems to 
me rather clear that unless your third conclusion is correct, that adver- 
tising isn’t worth anything anyway and it is just money down a rat- 
hole, unless you accept that conclusion, there is a real opportunity 
here. Of course, if you accept that, then obviously all the rest of your 
conclusions are right. 

Mr. Jonnson. Mr. Chairman, I believe you misunderstood my third 
point a little bit, because I didn’t say that advertising wasn’t any 
good. 
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Mr. Poacer. You said it was all right for brands, but did not do 
anything in the world to add to total consumption. 

_ Mr. Jounson. That is exactly right. I think that you can adver- 
tise brands and, actually, I think you could advertise beef over pork 
and get increased beef consumption over pork consumption, tempo- 
rarily, that is, but I think eventually people tend to drift back into 
habits of eating that they have followed over a long period of time. 

Advertising might change them for a period of time. 

Mr. Poage. Do you not think 

Mr. Jounson. But my main point is that you do not change by this 
advertising of the raw material, which actually is what farmers pro- 
duce, food in the raw state 

Mr. Poace. That is not what they are trying to sell to the public, 
and farmers are not going to sell live animals unless the public buys 
the meat, the beef or the pork or mutton. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that I respect very 
much your views, and I submit that there is room here for honest dif- 
ferences of opinion. We are very sincere in our views on this, and 
we have taken this position for a very long time. We have had action 
on this type of legislation in national conventions, and we just never 
felt that you get increased consumption of food except by increasing 
the purchasing power of consumers who do not have enough money to 
buy all the food they want. 

Mr. Poace. Well now, is it not true—and I do not want to get off 
into a long, drawn-out discussion on economics—is it not true that 
we were told back in 1939, and I know that I read economic discus- 
sions of that within the last week, that there were only 2 percent of 
the American people who had what they called opportunity of choice 
in their expenditure of their income? That is, there were not but 2 
percent of the American people who were making enough money in 
1939 that they had any choice as to what they did with their income. 
They had to spend it all, so much for rent, and so much for clothing, 
and so much for shelter, and so much for food. 

But today there is about 39 percent of the American people have 
that opportunity of choice, approximately 40 percent of the American 
people have an opportunity of choice, and is it not when you get that 
opportunity of choice that you can appeal to the person who has 
enough money to buy beef or to buy an autombile radio, to take his 
choice? 

Now, in 1939, there were not many people who had that choice, 
and we actually increased our sales of wheat and potatoes in 1939 as 
compared with more prosperous times, because people had to choose 
the eae costly foods. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, that is a very interesting point of 
view, and one I have not thought very much about. But had it ever 
occurred to you that these people who have this choice, while they 
might eat beef, as a result of seeing beef advertised over television 
on Saturday night, for the next week; then if they saw a program 
advertising pork, the next week they might eat pork. 

This thing has a tendency to balance out, and while it may benefit 
one segment of farmers for a time, then expenditures for advertising 
and promotion on pork might tend to offset the work done on beef. 

I mean, it seems to me to be sort of a merry-go-round which doesn’t 
get anywhere. 
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Mr. Poace. I think there is some danger of competitive bidding be- 
tween the species, but certainly the fact that you sell a family meat 
of any kind and establish them as a meat-eating family tends, in the 
long run, to increase the sales of all types of meat, as I see it, because 
if you can make a cigarette smoker—and I keep referring to that and, 
personally, I am not a patron of the tobacco industry, just because I 
do not like it—but once you make a cigarette smoker, if by advertising 
Lucky Strikes you got me to smoke cigarettes, I am a much better 
prospect for Chesterfields than I am today when I do not use either. 
Is that not true? 

Mr. Jonnson. Mr. Chairman, they advertise these smokers of 
Luckies do that for 20 years or more. 

Mr. Poace. They do what? 

Mr. JoHnson. They smoke Luckies for 20 years or more, is what 
you hear about the smokers of Lucky Strikes. 

Mr. Poagce. Yes, but I have observed that when that man cannot 
buy Lucky Strikes he bought a Camel when it was available, but the 
man who has not begun smoking any kind does not buy any kind, 
and he does not help the tobacco grower; and I would say a man who 
is accustomed to eating meat every day, even though he might want 
beef, if he did not find it he woul probably eat ham, and vice versa. 
And it seems to me that when you build up those tastes, you are laying 
the foundation, the broadest and best foundation, that you can for 
the sale of meat. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, I was in a grocery store with my wife 
a few months back, and there was a Negro shopper in front of us 
checking out who had, I believe it was, 4 loaves of bread—don’t hold 
me accountable for numbers here—4 loaves of bread, about 6 or 7 
cans of pork and beans, and 3 or 4 pounds of Winkies. 

Now, my wife said to me, “That man has bought the supper for his 
big family.” And I looked again, and I agreed with her. Now, he 
was handing the man about all the change he happened to have in his 
front right pocket at that time, and I don’t know how much money he 
had in his left rear or right rear, but if he had had the money, he 
might have been feeding those kids, and I am convinced that this man 
would, steak and ham. But it was clear to us that here was a work- 
ingman, a laborer, who was trying to get together enough food to fill 
the stomachs of his family. 

So I hope you are right. I mean I would like to believe the way 
you believe about building up tastes for meat, but I believe that people 
who have the money to spend for meat are buying meat, and those 
who do not have the money to spend for it are buying some of the 
cheaper substitutes for meat to feed their family. 

Mr. Poager. I think there is no question about that being true, but 
there is a large percentage of the American public today, a much 
larger percentage than there has been in the past, that can make the 
free choice as to whether they are going to buy meat or whether they 
are going to buy something else. In times of depression when people 
have very little buying power, there is very little opportunity to exer- 
cise that free choice. 

So certainly under conditions such as we are now enjoying. we cer- 
tainly are in better position to use a promotion campaign successfully 
than we would be if we were in the depths of a depression. , 
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Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, I do not have any statistics on this 
point, but, I would certainly like to see you get some from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, if they have some over there, that would reflect 
their thinking on this particular point. 

Mr. Poage, 1 think we should. 

Are there any other questions of Mr. Johnson? If not, we are very 
much obliged to you, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poaar. Now, Jet us see. I believe we have two representatives 
of the markets who are neither for nor against the bill, but we will be 
glad to hear your views on it. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL R. INGWERSEN, PRESIDENT, THE CHICAGO 
LIVE STOCK EXCHANGE, UNION STOCKYARDS, CHICAGO, ILL. 


Mr. Incwersen. My name is Daniel R. Ingwersen, and I am presi- 
dent of the Chicago Live Stock Exchange; and this is Mr. George 
Renecker, who is the vice president of the exchange. We represent 
the market agencies at Chicago that handle approximately 87 percent 
of all the livestock that moves through the Chicago m: arket, and rep- 
resents a total cash value approximating $600 million. 

Mr. Poacr. Please, if you care to, sit down; or if you do not wish 
to, it is perfectly all right. 

Mr. Ineawersen. I have a prepared statement here which, in order 
to save time, I will put into the record. 

Mr. Poage. Allright. 


(Mr. Inewer sen’s prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL R. INGWERSEN, PRESIDENT, THE CHICAGO Live STockK 
EXCHANGE, CHICAGO, ILL. 


My name is Daniel R. Ingwersen, cattle salesman for the firm of Ingwersen, 
Leighton & Compton. This firm has operated continuously in the Chicago market 
since 1872. 

I am also president of the Chicago Live Stock Exchange, an association of 
market agencies who handle about 87 percent of all livestock sold on the Chicago 
market, which is the world’s greatest livestock market doing a business having 
a value of about $600 million annually. 

The bill, H. R. 5244, now under consideration by your honorable committee 
provides that any market agency selling livestock on a posted market may, upon 
the request of an organization sponsored by the producers of the species of live- 
stock sold, and which organization supports reabateh into the problems con- 
cerning the meat derived from such species, and which promotes the sale and 
consumption of such meat, approved by the Secretary of Agriculture, deduct 
from the proceeds of such sale, or sales, a reasonable and nondiscriminatory 
sum not to exceed 10 cents per head for cattle and calves and 5 cents per head 
for sheep, lambs, or swine. 

If the shipper objects within 30 days, the market agency shall make refund 
thereof. If no request for refund is made within 30 days, the moneys collected 
are to be paid to the producer-sponsored organizations. 

Further, that the Secretary of Agriculture shall not give his approval to more 
than 1 such organization with respect to each species in 1 State. 

Further, that each agency approved by the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
report to the Secretary of Agriculture annually on the use of the funds coming 
to such agency under the provisions of this law. 

We, the members of the Chicago Live Stock Exchange, are, of course, not in 
any way opposed to the advertising of meat. 

The livestock industry has had for a great many years a promotion agency, 
dedicated to the same identical purpose as this proposed legislation. 

I have in mind the National Livestock and Meat Board, from whom you have 
undoubtedly requested information regarding this most remarkable proposal 
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which would possibly permit the establishment of as many as 150 separate 
organizations to take its place. As far as I am aware the producers of livestock 
shipping to my firm are in accord with and support the activities of the Meat 
soard. 

The staff of scientists and other experts upon nutrition, health, and so forth, 
disseminates almost daily vital information highly valuable to the public, to 
just about every periodical, including magazines, daily papers, radio, and 
television. 

The promotion of meat consumption secured by the Meat Board through this 
publicity is undoubtedly worth millions of dollars annually to the livestock 
industry. 

The United States Department of Agriculture records show that during 1955 
the livestock industry produced and forwarded from their farms and ranches, 
and the Nation’s population consumed something close to 46 million cattle and 
calves, 66 million hogs, 2144 million sheep and lambs. 

Only about half of this volume moved through the public markets which could 
be affected if the bill under consideration were enacted into law. 

If the market agencies made such additional collections as would be impliedly 
authorized by this bill, duplication of the collections might tend to irritate a 
number of the patrons of the public markets and divert a substantial part of the 
volume away from public markets. 

We believe that the open competitive livestock markets available to the stock- 
men at the central terminal markets where livestock is sold under competitive 
conditions by experts thoroughly familiar with supply and demand, weight and 
dressing percentages, and therefore the value of the animals, provides the best 
possible assurance to the producer for obtaining the full value of his livestock. 

This highly skilled selling service is furnished at an average of less than 1 per- 
cent of the gross proceeds at present market values, which is among the lowest, 
if not the lowest, selling costs for any agricultural commodity. 

The prices established on the open, competitive livestock market on about half 
of the livestock sold serve as a principal guide in establishing the value of the 
animals which are sold through other market channels and which do not go 
through the public markets. 

We have serious doubt whether there is any need for legislation of this sort. 
We must remember that we are dealing with other people’s money, money that 
belongs to our patrons of which we, as their agents, are in effect trustees. 

This is an obligation which we take very seriously and live up to to the fullest 
extent. 

If the shippers wish us to make a deduction and pay a part of their proceeds 
to someone else, all they have to do is direct us to make the deduction. 

Nothing in the Packers and Stockyards Act prohibits us from paying shipper’s 
money to any person the shipper directs. But we do not wish to take over the 
responsibility of making any further deduction and turning the money over to 
someone else except at the producer’s express direction. 

iNven though the bill provides that a shipper could obtain a return of his 
money from the market agency within 30 days if he requested it, we do not 
believe that this provision gives the producer any right which he does not already 
have under the laws of every State and under the Constitution. 

In fact, this bill would impliedly deprive the shipper of his money if he did 
not ask for its return within the 30-day period. 

We do not believe that this can lawfully be done. 

Furthermore, the bill offers no protection to the market agency. It would be 
liable to the producer for the money, but would have no effective way of forcing 
its return from the organization to whom it had been paid. 


Mr. Inewersen. I would, however, if the chair so please, refer to 
some notes that I have here and make some oral comments. 

Mr. Poacr. Yes, sir. We will be glad to have you do so. 

Mr. INawersen. I want it distinctly understood when I use the word 
“T” or “we,” I am referring to the market agencies that we represent. 

For the record, I want to say that we are in no way opposed to the 
intents of this bill; that we are trying only to point out some of the 
matters that we believe 1 require some cone entrated study. 

We have a very deep and sincere interest and regard for the welfare 
of the livestock producers. We have always supported very vigorously 
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any constructive program which will tend to benefit the position of 
the livestock producers. 

Our position in this case is not changed. We commend these gentle- 
men very sincerely in their desire to spend their own money on the 
research, publicizing and promotion of their products. We support 
that position 100 percent. 

However, in reading this bill, H. R. 5244, the responsibility as to 
whether or not this so-called voluntary deduction is to be made, and 
how much, is placed on the shoulders of the market agency. This is a 
very unhappy positon for us to be in, a responsibility we feel we should 
not be i upon to assume. 

We operate in a very highly competitive field, and this action, as 
we, the market agencies, decide to make this deduction, we must, of 
course, make it on all shipments. It must be presumed that there 
will be many who ship to the terminal market who are for the bill 
100 percent, and some that are against it. 

This places us in a position of being darned if we do, and darned 
if wedon’t. Weare in the middle. 

Further, I am concerned regarding the legal risk that, under 
tris bill in its present form, we are asked to assume. ‘The clause that 
refers to the refund states that if the producer has not requested a 
refund within 30 days, he is conclusively presumed to have agreed to 
the deduction, and the market agency shall pay; and here may I point 
out that the word “shall” is used, which is in effect a directive—we 
shall pay this amount so deducted to the organization described in 
subsection (a). 

Now, suppose that after 60 days, a group of shippers request that 
the deductions be refunded. We call their attention to the section 
which states if they haven’t requested a refund within 30 days, it has 
been presumed that they approved the deduction. Their answer is, 
“Well, you just presumed wrong. It has taken us 60 days to deter- 
mine our legal rights. You refund this money or we will sue.” 

Now, this places us in a very bad position, and it is surely bad cus- 
tomer relationship when a market agency is forced to litigate with its 
customer. 

Even though the bill provides that a shipper could obtain a refund 
of his money from the market agency within 30 days if he so re- 
quested it, we do not believe this provision gives the producer any 
right which he does not already have under the laws of every State 
and under the Constitution. In fact, this bill would impliedly de- 
prive the shipper of his money if he did not ask for its return within 
30 days, and we do not believe this can be lawfully done. 

Furthermore, the bill offers no protection to the market agency. 
It would be liable to the producers for the money, but would have no 
effective way of forcing its return from the organization to whom it 
had been paid. 

What I am trying to say is that we are heartily in accord with the 
intent of this bill. We, however, do not want to be placed in the 
position of having the monkey on our back. 

We will, of course, support any bill which makes this a distinctly 
voluntary authorized deduction, but we pray that in your further de- 
liberations, that you take us out of the middle. Thank you. 
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Mr. Poace. We thank you very much, Mr. Ingwersen. 

{ wonder if you would offer us any suggestions as to how you 
would like to remedy it ? 

Mr. Inawersen. Well, I wouldn’t presume to give any suggestion 
to this learned committee, but either write a bill which would direct 
us to make these deductions and submit them to the approved agen- 
cies, or make it a strictly prior authorization. We will send money 
any time any consignor of ours requests us to make any deduction 
for any purpose, we will be very happy to cooperate and make that 
deduction. But don’t place the responsibility as to whether or not we 
make that deduction on our shoulders. 

Mr. Poacge. I think we did do exactly that. That was one of the 
things which you complained about. 

Mr. INewersen. No. You attempt to take care of that by that re- 
fund clause. 

Mr. Poacr. What did you say ? 

Mr. Inewersen. What I said was that prior authorization 

Mr. Poacer. But you said here a moment ago, as I understood you, 
that we should amend it so as to make it mandator y and specifically 
direct you to make the deductions. 

Mr. Inewersen. That is right. 

Mr. Poacr. Well, we do specifically direct you. 

Mr. Inewersen. No, you don’t. You use the word “may,” and the 
implication is “may or may not.’ 

Mr. Poage. I understood you to say that you objected to the fact 
that we did make—— 

Mr. INGWERSEN. No, I object to the use of the word “may.” You 
say “may,” and when you use the word “may,” I assume the im- 
pliostion is there that we also may not. We would be perfectly 

appy 

Mr. Poace. What the bill says, though, Mr. Ingwersen, it says, line 
21, page 2 

Mr. Inawersen. Well, read section 218 (a), in which it says, start- 
ing at line 6, 











Any market agency that handles the sale of any livestock on a posted market 
may, upon the request of an organization. 
That word “may.” 

Mr. Poacr. “* * * may make the deduction.” 

Mr. INewersEen. May make the deduction. 

Mr. Poace. You donot have to make the deduction. 

Mr. INewersEen. That is right. We may not, also. 

Mr. Poage. That is correct. That is purely optional. 

Mr. Inewersen. With the market agency. 

Mr. Poagr. That is right. You may or may not make it. But, 
having made it, if you will turn to page 2, line 21, having made it, it 
says that the marketing agency that has made such deduction shall 
pay the amount so deducted to the producer-sponsored organizations. 

Mr. Inewersen. I find no objection to ths at, if you will just insert 
the world “shall” in place of the “may” in line 7. 

Mr. Avpert. May I ask you this: If you did that, if this is dis- 
cretionary, would 7 marketing agency be apt to make the deduction ? 

Mr. InewerseEn. I beg pardon ? 











132 SELF-HELP MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAM 


Mr. Apert. Would the marketing agency be apt to make the de- 
duction if it is not mandatory? W ould you make the deduction as a 
a marketing agency ? 

Mr. Inewersen. I don’t know, the w ay the bill in its present form 
says that we may or may not. 

Mr. Arpert. Well 

Mr. INewersen. That puts it up to the marketing agency to assume 
the responsibility as to whether or not they do or they don’t. 

Mr. Atpert. Well, that gives the exchanges life and death control 
over the bill. I think you are right. I think it should be either 

mandatory or discretionary on somebody besides the marketing 
agency. 

Mr. INewersen. That is what we object to. We don’t want to have 
that monkey on our back. 

Mr. Poacr. Now, as a matter of fact, the nearest approach to this 
has been in other commodities, has it not, in the dairy field and in the 
cotton field? There it is at the option of the marketing agency to 
make the deduction if it cares to. Nobody can compel a gin to take 
10 cents a bale of cotton off, but they do do it, do they not ? 

Mr. InewerseEn. I am not familiar with that. 

Mr. Poace. Almost every gin in the United States cdloes do it, does it 
not? But there is no compulsion, there is nothing in the law that 
requires any gin in the United States to make a deduction for pro- 
motion from any bale of cotton that is ginned. It leaves it to the gin. 
The gin is the place that has to make the deduction, it leaves them in 

exactly the same position it leaves you. It never met any real dif- 
ficulty, has it? 

Mr. Inewersen. No. But mag I go a little bit further. If this 
should be enacted into a bill, would the committee be willing to insert 
a paragraph in there in which it would say, for the protection of the 
marketing agency—and I am approaching it from a legal standpoint, 
the legal ‘tisk—that in the event the market agency should be faced 
with any litigation regarding this refund, that competent legal as- 
sistance would be given to the market t agencies to defend such suit, 
and the refund would be provided by the Government or somebody 
else ¢ 

Mr. Poace. Simply make a provision that in the event anybody 
recovers a judgment against you for a refund, that that judgment 
would be satisfied by the agency, by the promotion agency, rather 
than by the 

Mr. Inewersen. I don’t know whether that goes far enough, be- 
cause of the fact that I am actually the man who made the deduction, 
I don’t know whether this man will say, “I am not going out there to 
this group; I want it from you.” 

Mr. Poage, I am not suggesting that you sue that agency. I am 
merely suggesting that you make the promotion agency responsible 
for the payment of any judgment that might be secured against you. 

Mr. Inewersen. That is right. You see, I am thinking just the 
least little bit further. I am not a lawyer. I am just “throwing 
these things in because I would appreciate you gentlemen studying 
it from the legal standpoint. 

Mr. Poacr. We appreciate that fact, and I think that your sug- 
gestions are certainly in order, and certainly 
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Mr. INGERWERSEN. I can envision a time—and I would hope that 
this might not happen—but I am just wondering whether or not it 
is the right of Congress to pass any law that would deprive a man 
of his property without due process of law, and whether you can 
write any laws which would supersede our State laws. We are 
trustees, we act as trustees for these gentlemen who consign their 
livestock to us. 

I might envision a case where we would go along with this thing 
for 10 or 12 years, and a tremendous amount of money be paid into 
this, and all of a sudden the things fold up and fall apart. 

Some enterprising young lawyer might get ahold of this thing and 
say, “Here, that has been a thing that has been taken out of your 
proceeds illegally for years. Iam going to go after this on a contingent 
basis.” 

Now, what assurance have we got, as market agencies, that we would 
be protected under a case like that? I want you to understand, we are 
100 percent for anything that would improve the position of the 
producers. We do have to look out for these little legal pitfalls 
when you put us on the hook, as Mr. Heinemann referred to, and we 
have to cane the decision as to whether or not these deductions are to 
be made. 

Mr. Poacr. Of course, if you ask me if you have any protection, 
I recognize that with the present Supreme Court, I do not think any 
businessman has any protection against anything whatsoever. I do 
not think there is anything such as protection in the United States 
any longer. 

But I do not think this has any different application from a 
thousand and one laws that are now in effect. I do not know. The 
Supreme Court may very well decide that I spoke to somebody in a 
cross tone of voice, and therefore my grandchildren are responsible 
for my tort. 

I think that is as sensible as some of the decisions they have handed 
down in recent years. 

Mr. Inewersen. In conclusion, I just want to say we are in nowise 
opposing anything. We are just hopeful you will come up with some 
type of legislation that will take care of these points. 

I simply brought out those points because they are things which 
should be very, very carefully and considerately studied before any 
bill is written. We have a very vital interest. 

We are a big industry, the marketing agent. We will go along 
100 percent and support anything that helps these men, but we just 
simply don’t want the monkey on our back. You can understand that. 

Mr. Poace. We can understand it, and we do appreciate your state- 
ment. We shall do everything possible to take care of this. 

Mr. Inewersen. I know with such learned gentlemen, that a bill 
will come out here that is agreeable to all of us, and that is all we 
ask for. 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you. 

Mr. Inawersen. Thank you. 

Mr. Poaar. Is there anyone else who is in opposition to the bill, or 
who wishes to make—I thought that your group had all expressed all 
the opposition you wanted, but if you want to express more, we will 
be glad to hear you. 
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STATEMENT OF FRANK K. WOOLLEY, ON BEHALF OF RAY E. 
MILLER, VICE PRESIDENT, MISSOURI LIVESTOCK ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Wooutry. My name is Frank K. Woolley. 

Mr. Ray E. Miller, vice president of the Missouri Livestock Asso- 
ciation, presented a statement yesterday to the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, and he was intending to submit the same 
statement today to this committee, and he was here until 4: 30, but he 
had to catch a plane. 

Mr. Poace. We will be glad to receive it. 

Mr. Woortery. He requested that I present his statement to be in- 
serted in the record. 

Mr. Poaae. Very glad to. 

(Mr. Miller’s statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Ray E. Miter, VICE PRESIDENT, MIssourrI LivesTOCcCK ASSOCIATION 


My name is Ray E. Miller; I live on and operate a livestock farm at Osage 
Beach, Mo., and also own and operate a livestock farm in west-central Illinois. 
I’m here as a representative of the Missouri Livestock Association of which I 
am vice president and a member of the policy committee. 

In July 1956 the board of directors of the association considered very carefully 
a proposal which had been made for a checkoff to be imposed on sales of cattle, 
hogs, and sheep to create a fund for the purpose of advertising and promoting 
the sale and consumption of meat and of doing research work in the fields of 
production and marketing. 

The board of directors was and still is interested in every practical and eco- 
nomical method which can be devised to achieve the stated objectives of this 
program. 

However, they concluded at that time that the legislation proposed was con- 
trary to the best interest of the livestock and meat industry. The reasons for 
their position are stated in the following resolution: 


“RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE MISSOURI LIVESTOCK 
ASSOCIATION, JULY 1956 


“The board of directors of the Missouri Livestock Association has given careful 
consideration to the proposal that Federal legislation be enacted requiring that 
all marketing agencies deduct stated amounts from proceeds on all livestock 
sold, such money to be used in the creation of a fund to be used in the promotion 
and advertising of meat and meat products and in research having to do with 
the production and marketing of meat and meat products. 

“The board of directors is highly in favor of any practical method or program 
which will be effective in increasing the consumption of meat and in encouraging 
research in the production and marketing of meat and meat products provided 
such methods will not duplicate present ones or detract from promotional and 
advertising programs now being carried out. 

“However, the board is doubtful about the advisability of the enactment of 
the proposed legislation at the time for the following reasons: 

(1) We are reluctant to ask the Government for further Federal legislation 
if the objectives desired can be attained in any other manner. 

(2) We do not feel that effective and efficient methods of spending the addi- 
tional funds to be raised by the proposed checkoff have been sufficiently well 
developed to avoid duplication of effort and waste of money. 

“(3) We are concerned about the possibility of encouraging competition be- 
tween the different segments of the livestock industry. It would be unfor- 
tunate, indeed, if any program is launched which would result in pitting against 
each other the cattle producer, the hog producer, and the sheep and lamb pro- 
ducer in the market places. This situation is highly undesirable for many 
obvious reasons. 

““(4) The National Livestock and Meat Board is now doing a splendid job on 
an effective and economical basis. We feel that the possibility of expanding 
the funds and program of this board should be studied thoroughly before resort 
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is had to Federal legislation and the creating of another agency to do a job 
now being done by the National Livestock and Meat Board and by many other 
agncies in the livestock and meat industry; i. e., packers, retailers, ete. 

“(5) We need further information about the possibilities of actually increas- 
ing meat consumption by the expenditure of enormous funds in doubling or 
trebling the advertising campaign. 

“(6) We are convinced that much more can and should be done in the field 
of research and marketing and in the improvement of the types of hogs, cattle, 
and sheep which will better meet consumer demands. We have serious doubts 
that by merely expanding our advertising campaign we can best meet the 
marketing problems confronting livestock producers. 

“For these reasons we feel that final action on the proposed Federal legis- 
lation should be deferred pending more careful study of the entire program in 
general and the accumulation of more information about practical means of 
collecting the proposed checkoff and the use of funds to be derived from that 
source.” 

During late February and early March this matter was called to the atten- 
tion of livestock producers throughout the State at a series of eight regional 
meetings. The action of the board of directors in drawing up the resolution 
and the policy stated in the resolution was approved practically unanimously 
at these regional meetings. 

The Missouri Livestock Association is opposed to the legislation proposed in 
H. R. 5244 and S. 646. Even though the checkoff proposals have been modi- 
fied to a permissive basis rather than a mandatory one so far as marketing 
agencies are concerned, we still feel that the amendment to the Packers and 
Stockyards Act of 1921 to authorize deductions from proceeds of sales of live- 
stock on posted markets for the purposes as stated in the bills is unwise. 

We believe that the promotional plans suggested in the legislation (1) will 
result in much duplication of effort, in unnecessary administration expense and 
confusion, in the waste of money; (2) will create undesirable rivalries among 
different segments of the livestock and meat industry and among different 
State groups of livestock producers; and (3) will impede the program of the 
National Livestock and Meat Board which is now doing a splendid job in the 
promotional and educational field on a very economical basis. 

For these reasons and for those stated in the resolution adopted by the 
board of directors, we respectfully urge that this committee not approve the 
proposed legislation. 


Mr. Poage. If there are no other opponents, I understand we have 
representatives of the Meat Board here, and I confess that it leaves 
us in a rather embarrassing position. 

It is now a quarter after five. I do not want to embarrass the 
Meat Board, but I have been a little bit familiar with livestock dur- 
ing these last 40 years, and I never knew anything more about that 
organization than the name in all those years. I just have not been 
familiar with what they have done. 

It is my fault. I am not criticizing them. It is something I want 
to know more about, and I think the members of the subcommittee 

want to know more about it, not that we condemn anything. 

The reports I have had have been fine, but I do think we want to 
go into that. I wonder if the representatives of the Meat Board 
could be here tomorrow. 

I wonder if you could be here tomorrow and let us— 

Mr. Neumann. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of 
appearing tomorrow, but it so happens that the National Livestock 
and Meat Board has a live animal evaluation clinic for undergraduate 
college students scheduled to begin in Oklahoma City tomorrow 
morning at 9 o’clock which does require my presence down there. 

However, if it is your wish that we remain until then, we would 
like to enter this statement. 








136 SELF-HELP MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAM 


Mr. Poace. Well, who else is there—you are not the only one of 
the Meat Board, are you? 

Mr. Neumann. Yes; I am the only one here prepared to present 
the testimony. 

Mr. Poacer. I wonder 

Mr. Neumann. We can get it over with in 20 minutes. 

Mr. Poacs. We have to get some relief for the stenographer. 

All right, we will go ahead. Mr. Neumann, we will be glad to hear 
you. 





STATEMENT OF CARL F. NEUMANN, SECRETARY-GENERAL MAN- 
AGER, NATIONAL LIVESTOCK AND MEAT BOARD; ACCOMPANIED 
BY MAX 0. CULLEN, ASSISTANT GENERAL MANAGER 


Mr. Neumann. Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to use this 
set of charts and set them up here. 

At the outset, I would like to say this is a rather unusual experi- 
ence for a staff member or an officer or director of the National Live- 
stock and Meat Board, inasmuch as in its 34-year history, the Na- 
tional Livestock and Meat Board has not engaged in legislative 
activity and, as such, is not engaging in legislative activity here, but 
is appearing at the request of the committee to explain the nation- 
wide program of meat research. 

Mr. Poacr. Yes; I wanted to make clear that the committee wants 
the information. 

Mr. Neumann. This is for the purpose of education and informa- 
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may identify myself further, I am the secretary- 
general manager of the National ‘Livestoc k and Meat Board. I have 
held that position with the Board since the first of August 1954, 
having succeeded Mr, R. C. Polack, who held that office for some 31 
years. 

I am a native Oklahoman; came up through this via extension 
work, and worked on the Nation’s livestock markets. 

Now, the National Livestock and Meat Board, as already pointed 
out, is an organization of livestock growers and feeders, livestock 
marketing agencies, meat packers, me: at retailers, and restaur: ateurs. 

The livestock growers and feeders put up their money, collected by 
livestock markets, and matched by the meat packers, and carried out 
in cooperation with meat retailers and restaurateurs. 

At the close of this we will present a more complete financial picture. 

Now, as to the organizations represented on the board: Since its 
beginning in 1923, the National Livestock and Meat Board has always 

had a majority representation of livestock growers and feeders; and 
the 30-member board of directors at the present time has 16 livestock 
growers and feeders. Three represent the American Farm Bureau 
Federation, three the American National Cattlemen’s Association, one 
the Kansas Livestock Association, one the Lamb Feeders Association, 
two the National Society of Livestock Record Associations, one the 
National Wool Growers Association, three representing the Swine 
Growers Associations ; and one representing the Texas and Southwest- 
ern Cattle Raisers Association, all organizations national in character, 
with the exception of the Kansas and Texas group. 
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However, they were charter members of the board and, as such, 
maintain their membership on the Board under its constitution. 

The marketing agencies who market the Livestock Growers and 
Feeders’ livestock who are their representatives on the market have 
five; the Farmers Union has one; the American National Livestock 
Auction Association, one; the National Livestock Exchange, two; 
the National Livestock Producers Association, one. 

Mr. Poagr. Let me ask w hy the Farmers Union is considered a mar- 
keting agency, and the Grange and Farm Bureau are livestock 
growers? 

Mr. Neumann. The Farmers Union has a number of Farmers Union 
commission firms on the Nation’s markets and, as such, they are repre- 
sented through the cooperative marketing organizations or commis- 
sion firms on the market. 

There are four meat packers on the board. They are designated by 
the American Meat Institute. 

Retailers and restaurateurs have five, each one of these organiza- 
tions: The National Association of Food Chains, National Associa- 
tion of Retail Grocers, National Association of Retail Meat and Food 
Dealers, the National Restaurant Association, and Super Market 
Institute. 

Mr. Poace. Before you turn that, I want to invite all of our guests 
who can, to come up here where they can see this thing. 

Mr. Nev MANN. Now, we have heard a lot of talk about meat con- 
sumption, per capita consumption, today. Perhaps we need to adjust 
our thinking, and take a look at the situation as it exists. 

We produced i in 1956 a record alltime high production of red meats 
in this country, almost 26 billion pounds. 

That exceeded in total tonnage the tonnage of automobiles produced 
in the United States in 1955. 

Broken down into per capita consumption, that totaled 164.7 pounds 
of red meat per person, and it was an alltime record high. 

Let us look and see what has happened here since 1935 when we 
consumed approximately 115 pounds of red meat. 

We have had our ups and downs until we had this record high last 
year. 

We have always, in this country, consumed what we have produced. 
We have exported a little, we have imported a little, but we have al- 
ways produced—we have consumed what we have produced. 

Now, in addition to that consumption of 164 pounds of red meat, 
which was broken down into 84.2 pounds of beef, 66.6 of pork, 4.4 
pounds of lamb, and 9.3 pounds of veal, we consumed in addition 23.4 
pounds of chicken and 514 pounds of turkey; that is not meat, that 
is fowl; 10.1 pounds of fish, 8 pounds of cheese, 45 pounds of eggs, 
and 48.9 pounds of nonfat solids in milk, for a total animal protein 
consumption of 305.6 pounds per person, which certainly compares 
favorably with any area in the world. When this National Livestock 
and Meat Board came into being in 1923, one of the first jobs was 
to accumulate a body of facts on the nutritive value of meat. 

The early directors of the board set out on a policy of making 
grants-in-aid, financial aid, available to recognized colleges and uni- 
versities to study specific research projects, and such has been its his- 
tory since then. 
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One hundred eight research projects on protein, fat, minerals, vita- 
mins, reproduction, lactation, longevity, blood regeneration, dental 
caries, human nutrition, meat cookery and special meat studies. 

This year these are the grant projects provided for research study 
this year. i 

Certainly on this subject of cardio-vascular disease and the relation 
of diet to heart disease and the consumption of protein and the con- 
sumption of fat, it is but logical that industry funds be used in study- 
ing that problem. . 

Dr. Salmon of Alabama Polytechnic Institute, Dr. Fred Stare of 
Harvard University, working with monkeys and man; Dr. Kum- 
merow of the University of Illinois, studying in the laboratory with 
chickens; Dr. Holman of the University of Minnesota, who is using 
laboratory animals and chemical techniques. 

In the case of fat metabolism, Dr. Scrimshaw of the Pan-American 
Nutrition Institute, who is supplementing diets of natives in that 
Central American country with liberal amounts of animal fat to get 
a picture as to what happens under the low level nutrition conditions 
prevailing there. 

Then there is Dr. Hanson of the University of Texas, one of the 
Nation’s leading pediatricians, who is studying the place of fat in 
the diet of infants. 

He is the man who has done all this work on the relationship of fat 
in the diet and skin health. 

Now, add to this list, to make it complete, Dr. Grace Goldsmith of 
Tulane University, who is studying cholesterol retention and excre- 
tion in relation to diet; Drs. Smith, Oreten, and Schroeder at Wayne 
University, in Michigan, studying meat digestability. 

In the field of human nutrition studies, Dr. Steggerda of the Uni- 
versity of Illinois; Dr. Washburn of the University of Colorado, 
studying long-time effects of meat in the diet, and its relation to the 
prevention of infectious diseases in children; Dr, Pearl Swanson at 
Towa State College, who is studying the value of meat in the diet of 
those in advancing years: Judge Montague; Dr. Charlotte Young at 
Cornell University, who is studying the reducing diets for what she 
calls obese young women this year, obese young male subjects last year, 
and it is appropriate. She works with women because 90 percent of 
the women are concerned with fat. They are either taking it off, 
putting it on, or moving it around. 

At any rate, Dr. Young’s work is being done with meat, with mod- 
erate amounts of fat. 

She is replacing in her reducing diets the calories ordinarily derived 
from starches with the calories coming from fat. 

We want a reducing diet in which we can say “meat” instead of 
“lean meat,” thereby jeapordizing all meat in the reducing diet, and 
her work most certainly has proven conclusively that it can be done. 

Dr. Ruth Leverton of Oklahoma A. and M. College, in the past 2 
years, just completed a complete analysis of the proteins, calories, 
minerals and vitamins of over 100 cuts of fresh meat, as the meat is 
produced, trimmed, sold, cooked and consumed and served today. 

It goes without saying that the results of her work show higher in 
protein and higher in calories than the figures that have been in use 
for the past 20 years. 
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Dr. Schweigert of the American Meat Institute Foundation at the 
University of Chicago, studying the vitamin B, content of meat; Drs. 
Brady and Turner of the U niversity of Missouri doing research on 
dark cutting beef; Dr. C. A. Elvehjem, Dean of the Gr: aduate School 
and head of ‘the Department of Biochemistry at the University of Wis- 
consin, and one of the top research men in the field, if you please, at 
the U regener of Wisconsin, completing 20 years of study on amino 
acids in meat; Dr. Harper, a protege of his just now starting on a 
long-time ey of digestability. 

Let me make one or two more comments on this research work. In 
the very second research project financed by the board, the one on the 
value of liver, and one on the treatment of pernicious anemia at the 
University of Rochester, proved conclusively the value of liver in the 
human diet, if that thing was worth only 10 cents per pound on the 
liver produced, on the meat slaughtered in the United States last 
year, it was worth $6 million to the ‘industry. 

This program this year is taking approximately $100,000. 

Mr. Apert. May I ask one question here just to clear that up? 

Mr. Neumann. Yes. , 

Mr. Axper. Is your organization financing that exclusively ? 

Mr. Neumann. No, not exclusive ‘ly. Some of these are exclusively, 
others are cooperative work. 

Mr. Avzert. But you are helping on all ? 

Mr. Neumann. Yes. In other words, to come down here to your 
State at Oklahoma A. and M. College, Dr. Leverton was the former 
assistant dean of the school of Home Economics, and has now come 
here into the Bureau of Human Nutrition and, incidentally, she did the 
research work that established the place of fat in the diet of infants, 
while at Nebrask: 

Grants totalling a little over $18,000 were made out to Oklahoma A. 
and M. College, and the work was carried out under her supervision and 
her jurisdiction. 

Mr. Avpert. You paid all of that $18,000 ? 

Mr. Neumann. Yes. Board funds went for that. 

There is another byproduct of financing this research work. We 
look down here, and here are the names of Dr. Stare, Dr. Kummerow, 
Dr. Scrimshaw, Dr. Schweigert, Dr. Leverton, and Dr. Harper, the 
Nation’s kev scientists today, but there was a time when they were 
graduate students working under the supervision of these other key 
people. Who knows but what today there are budding scientists who, 
10, 15, 20 years from now will be dictating our food habits that are 
being financed in part or totally with Meat Board funds. 

Here is the gal we are trying to reach with information. She is the 
one to be reached with any information on meat. She spends the meat 
dollar, this housewife in the retail market. 

Now, what are some of the methods used in reaching that housewife 
with information on meat? Reference has already been made to the 
fact that the mediums of mass information in this country have respon- 
sibilities of disseminating factual information, and that newspaper, 
radio and TY does. 

Here is a map showing over 2,500 daily and weekly newspapers across 
the Nation supplied regularly with food copy for their food pages. 
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There is the way it leaves the board; that is the way it goes out from 
the board. 

Here is a meat feature service for 247 large dailies, biweekly releases 
that go to these large dailies on an exclusive feature. There is the 
way that goes to them. 

Will you just leaf over and give the names of some of the news- 
papers there that are carrying some of the very recent releases while I 
‘atch my breath here for a second ? 

Mr. Cutien. Here is a spread of one page in the Sunday Seattle 
Times featuring sukiyaki, a meat dish popular in this country of 
Japanese origin. ; 

Here is one in the Dallas Times-Herald; there is a good spread on 
Ballantine meat loaves. 

We couldn’t mention Dallas, of course, without getting Fort Worth. 
Here is Fort Worth on the same day : “Glazed lamb shanks as a taste- 
enticing entree.” 

On the same day, on February 14: “Family will enjoy meat soup.” 
This was in the Milwaukee Journal. 

Here is another one: “Know your grades of beef.” This was in 
the Pittsburgh Times. 

Here is a spread of round steak in a slow oven. This was in the 
Newark Star-Ledger. 

Here is another one on “Jelly rolls inspire meat recipe.” That 
was a flank steak rolled up. 

Here is another one from the Chicago Tribune: “Hearty ham 
casserole should please the man.” . 

Here is another one from the Chicago Daily News; here is an 
Emerald Isle treat. Here is nearly a page spread. Emerald Isle 
treat would be, of course, on lamb stew. 

Here is the same spread on March 15, nearly a full page, in the St. 
Petersburg paper. 

Here is another one from the Seattle Times, and here is one in the 
Washington (D. C.) Sunday Star magazine on March 17. 

Now, this happens to be a spread on pork, stuffed pork chops. 

Mr. Neumann. Thank you, Mr. Cullen. 

Across the Nation 1,394 radio stations receive and use a meat script 
service in their regular broadcasting service. Here is the distribution 
by States. 

Now, here is the service that we would like to spend just a few 
moments on. 

Here are 198 cities across the Nation, 198 cities that are using a daily 
transcribed 15-minute meat cookery program provided them by the 
board. 

This program accounts for 990 broacasts a week; 990 of these re- 
cordings go out on 198 stations every week. ahr 

We pay no money for this time used on this. Our only cost is in 
the production of this tape, which is done by our own home econ- 
omists in our our Chicago office. 

I submit to you that this would cost millions annually if you went 
out to buy and produce this kind of a program. 

It owes its acceptability, as does the newspaper program, to the fact 
that it deals with all meats, that it does not deal in trade names. 
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The board’s home economists, and we have on our staff 12 field home 
economists, conducted 52 newspaper- and radio-sponsored cooking 
schools, with an average daily attendance of 1,506. 

In addition, our field home economists conducted 504 special meat- 
cooking schools before audiences of all types in numerous places. 

Now, our meat exhibits, our meat teaching exhibits, went last year 
to the graduating home economics girls going into the teaching Reld, 
4,329 of them in 343 colleges. 

Here we see the distribution of these girls, who received a meat teach- 
ing kit, material which, if you went out to buy it, would cost you $6 to 


$8. But it gives them the fundamental information that they need to 
teach the subject of meat. 


There will be over 6,000 of those this year. 

Here is a Meat News Monthly. 

Mr. Cullen, do you have a copy of the Food and Nutrition News 
there? This goes to over 15,000 professional people, doctors, dentists, 
dietitians, nutritionists, professional people, written by and for pro- 
fessional people, but nevertheless the people who influence our eating 
habits. 

Last year, 20,000 students entered the high school meat poster 
contest from 1,100 high schools in 47 States. T hat contest is held in 
alternate years; it will be held again next ye 

Over 614 million people last year saw the honsitt meat exhibits. 
Ninety-six of them were consumer exhibits, sixteen of them profes- 
sional exhibits. 

They included 16 fresh meat exhibits at the Nation’s leading fairs 
and livestock shows that provided coolers costing from $8,500 to 
$35,000 per cooler. 

Now coolers were installed last year at the Kentucky State Fair, 
at the Tulsa Exposition, and at the Minnesota Fair. 

Sixteen exhibits were held at professional meetings such as the 
American Medical Association, the dietetic and home economists, and 
people of that kind, professional exhibits teaching on meat. 

Over 23,000 filmstrips have been placed in the hands of professional 
home economists; 50 colored pictures on each filmstrip. 

Seven meat movies of the board were shown last year, 23,010 times. 

At the present time we have in circulation inste: ad of 7 movies, we 
have 9 movies. Over 1,100 prints of those 9 movies are in circulation. 

Suffice to say that somewhere in the United States every 5 minutes 
somebody is cranking up a projector and showing a Meat Board 
movie. 

Incidentally, that is another program that costs over $100,000 
annually. 

These meat movies were shown last year 389 times on TV, 102 sta- 
tions with 26 million sets. 

Now, again, no time was paid for the showing of those on TV. 
Those showings were made as a public service by the TV stations. 

One hundred thirty-one TV stations are using a weekly meat pro- 
gram, a how-to-do-it service with meat. 

We are placing into the hands of the home economists on those TV 
stations meat copies sufficient for a weekly program on meat. 
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The program is the 1, 2, 3, 4 steps of how to do it. We find that 
over half of the stations are going out, buying the meat, preparing 
the dishes on camera, and again no charge for the time. 

In existence are 687 meat programs of the board’s staff, present- 
ing 298 programs on TY. 

Our meat-merchandising specialists will present approximately a 
hundred demonstrations this spring on TV stations on outdoor meat 
cookery alone. The board’s movies are shown, of course, 389 times. 

There is the coverage of those TV stations. 

Here is a continuing program in cooperation with the Nation’s 
land-grant colleges. 

The board acts as host each year to the Reciprocal Meat Confer- 
ence. This year will be the tenth. 

Last year, 96 of the meat teachers and instructors from the Na- 
tion’s land-grant colleges and the Department of Agriculture met for 
4 days inC hicago. 

The board acts as host to that group, publishes their proceedings; 
they become a part of the research libraries of the college. 

One of the greatest storehouses of knowledge on meat teaching and 
meat research is represented in those official proceedings of the Re- 
ciprocal Meat Conference, which was marhad by the poard and is 
hosted by the board. 

I already referred to an undergraduate clinic for college students. 
We had one in Omaha last year: and we will have one in Ogden later 
this month. 

Last year we had 99 students and their professors from 11 colleges on 
this 3-day clinic in Omaha. 

The intercollegiate meat-judging contests, which were fostered and 
stimulated interest in meat—there were 16 colleges who entered at the 
American Royal last year, 10 at the Eastern National, 23 at the Inter- 
national at Chicago, and 9 at the Southwestern Exposition at Fort 
Worth. 

Now, for work with the Nation's retailers, the board develops and 
improves new meatcutting methods for use by the retailers. 

It publishes instructions on cutting and carving meat. It provides 
retailers with meat sales ideas. 

It helps purveyors of meals buy and use meat. It conducts merchan- 
dising programs to aid retailers and restauranteurs. 

It aids in initiating and coordinating nationwide emergency meat 
sales promotion campaigns for beef, pork, and lamb. 

Since the Department of Agriculture, too, has been involved in this 
thing, we might spend just a moment or two—there are 1 or 2 
more charts on here, but in 1955, when it became apparent that we had 
not only a record alltime high production of beef but were also ap- 
proaching a peak in pork in 1955, 1956, they were the first times that 
both cattle and hog numbers peaked at ‘the same time, which explains 
some of the price difficulties—it became apparent we had a job pri- 
marily of moving pork. 

So, at the behest of the Department of Agriculture, and with their 
cooperation, we called a meeting in Chicago of representatives of the 
swine industry, some 80 leaders within the swine industry, representing 
all segments, as well as retailers, packers. 
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The board met in Chicago to look at the situation, and the retailers 
were asked, “Now, will you get out here and give a special: push to 
pork?” 

They said, “We have got your beef to sell, too. We have got a 
record supply of chickens to sell, and we have got lamb to sell. “You 
fellows get together and let us know when and how you want us to 
promote and to merchandise your product.’ 

Out of that grew a National Meat Production Committee, which the 
secretary-manager of the board serves as chairman, and representatives 
of all of the livestock producers groups, the retailers, the packers, gen- 
eral farm organizations sit on that Committee, and outline schedules 
at which time special pushes are to be given for their various products. 

The Board in this aids in that by providing merchandising and 

sales material to retailers in that kind of thing. 

In one of those campaigns the Board provided over 2,000 pictures to 
retailers for use in their retail advertising. 

Mr. Cullen there probably has it at his disposal right now—he has 
some letters from the retail groups going out to their membership. 
We do not have them now, but we will just pass them up later, Mr. 
Cullen, showing how the retailers make use of the board material— 
here they are, right here. Here are some of the beef charts pictured 
by the chain stores W riting out here, advising their membership that 
here are these sales aids available through the board. They are going 
to be pushing beef along with the rest of the industry during Frozen 
Foods Week. 

Here are the letters from the National Association of Retail 
Grocers going to their membership. 

Here is the national distribution of literature, and we will not take 
time to describe all of the literature, but here are some of the ways 
and places in which over 100 copies, separate pieces of meat literature, 
whose distribution runs into the millions annually is distributed. 

Now, this is the final map and I am through. These are the sources 
of revenue from which the board derived its funds. That is the thing 
we have been talking about all day. 

There are a number of dots here on this map, the larger showing the 
terminal markets; and another showing the auction markets, and 
the smaller showing the order buyers and the buying stations. 

Let us go back just a little bit into the history of the financing of 
this progr am. 

In the beginning, the board’s funds came from voluntary deduc- 
tions at the time livestock was marketed on the Nation’s terminal 
markets in the amounts of 5 cents per car on livestock. That was 
matched by cooperating packers. 

About 6 or 7 years later that was raised to 25 cents a car or a cent a 
head on cattle, a third on hogs and calves, and a fifth on sheep and 
lamb. 

That went on until in 1953 when, at the request of the industry, the 
officers and directors of the board asked the industry to double those 
contributions. 

All of the collection agencies were asked to double those contri- 
butions. 
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So, beginning in the summer of 1952 the various markets started 
doubling their collections, and the packers started doubling their 
contributions. 

With 3 or 4 exceptions, the job was completed by the first day of 
June 1954. Some other marketing points came in in 1954 and 1955. 

Now, due to a spread of the base of collection, the participation of 
more markets, more packers, more auction markets, more direct col- 
lections made by packers, and packers do make the direct collections 
at these country concentration points on the livestock that they buy, 
and match them—here is the distribution of those marketing points. 

For a good many years, through the late thirties and early forties, 
through the forties, with one exception there, through the war years, 
when livestock was scarce, the funds placed at the board’s disposal 
ran anywhere from $380,000 to $420,000 a year. 

At the present time, instead of doubling the contributions for the 
board’s work, the industry is providing, gentlemen, three times as 
much money for the board’s work as they were providing previously, 
showing the regard in which this industry, the regard the industry 
has for the program, and certainly placing the responsibility upon 
these 30 directors responsible, who set the policies, who set up the 
program, hand it to a staff of over 50 people to carry out. 

That, briefly, is the program. 

Mr. Poacr. Before you turn that, please let us go back to this ques- 
tion of Montana. When was it that Montana adopted a checkoff? 

Mr. Neumann. A number of markets have been making checkoffs 
for a good many years in Montana. 

Mr. Poagr. Yes, but they passed a law, didn’t they, rather recently : 
isn’t thatright? You heard Mr. Schuman’s testimony ¢ 

Mr. NEUMANN. Yes. 

Mr. Poace. And Mr. Schuman said that when they passed that 
law—— 

Mr. Neumann. I know of no law that was passed. I do not recall 
Mr. Schuman saying that. But the Beef Council in Montana initiated 
collections on the markets July 1 of 1954. 

Mr. Poacr. All right. 

Now, when did you suffer that serious drop in income that he 
described ? 

Mr. Neumann. The drop in income came over a period of 6 to 9 
months when, as our records indicate, that remittances to the board 
ran as much as 6 months in arrears. 

We had no way of knowing where the collections were being made 
or where they were not being made. 

Mr. Poace. But it was made up then, was it? 

Mr. Neumann. Yes, they have caught up. But they did not go on 
the double basis. They were still collecting a cent a head. From 
1953 to the first of July, I believe, is when they got on the double 
basis, when the rest of the markets—or 1955—the rest of the markets 
had long ago been on the current basis of 2 cents a head. 

Mr. Poacr. What I am trying to get at 

Mr. Neumann. Of course, they marked more livestock, like any- 
body else. 

Mr. Poacr. They marketed more livestock, and you got remittances 
from more livestock, did you not ? 
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Mr. NeuMANN. Yes. 

Mr. Poacr. And really you are actually getting more from Mon- 
tana than you were ? 

Mr. Neumann. Yes, but we probably would have gotten it anyway. 

Mr. Poacer. And in addition, the National Beef Council is getting 
as much as you are from Montana, are they not ? 

Mr. Neumann. Well, they are getting a little more. They are col- 
lecting—well, the National Beef Council is collecting—there is a 
nickel a head being collected; 2 cents come to the Board, and part of 
that apparently is divided up. 

Mr. Poace. You are still getting as much out of Montana, and yet 
there is another organization that is getting a substantial amount, and 
I want to get into that when we hear the National Beef Council. But 
I do not mean to ask you about that in that question, but at least 
the program is working in Montana. 

Mr. Neumann. We might add also in that picture is the fact that 
the St. Paul market was the last of the Nation’s major markets to 
come into the program. A number of the Commission firms on the 
St. Paul market also owned commission firms in Billings, and in 
Fargo, N. Dak. 

They, too, came into the board’s collecting program during this 
period, in which we saw an increase in revenue take place out there 
along with that which previously had not been made. 

Mr. Poace. I want to find out whether from your experience you 
have suffered. Has the Meat and Livestock Board actually suffered, 
as a result of these States making accelerated efforts to check off funds 
at sales within their States ? 

Mr. Neumann. Let me answer that this way, and our records bear 
that out. We were making collections here in Idaho on some 7 or 8 
markets, when pressure was brought to bear on them to make collec- 
tions for the beef council. 

They told us and beef council both to go, and ceased making 
collections. 

We were receiving collections on these markets, and those markets 
ceased. 

We have lost collections on some firms on the Fort Worth market, 
who are no longer making collections for the board. 

Mr. Poace. Well, nobody i is making collections in Texas, is there? 
Mr. Neumann. Yes, sir. Collections are being made for the board’s 
work at auction sales in Amarillo, the market at San Antonio, the 
market in Fort Worth, these two sales down here—they slip my mind 
at. the moment—Lubbock and Abilene, two sales, and then there is 
still another one here in the Panhandle that is the—I do not remember 

the other Texas auction at the moment. 

In addition to that, and it should be brought out in the revenue 
picture—I am glad you prompted me on that because Texas con- 
tributes, and has for years supported, the board in a special way, 
through the Texas and Southwestern Cattle Raisers Association. 

The Texas and Southwestern Cattle Raisers Association assesses 
its membership a cent a head on their cattle for the work of the board, 
and sends that money to the board. 

Then there are other livestock organizations, and this is listed in 
this testimony that we have printed here. 
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There are other livestock grower organizations who make voluntary 
contributions to the board. 

The Arizona Cattle Feeders, the Arizona Cattlemen’s Association, 
there are several groups in California; some of the purebred asso- 
ciations, they make an annual contribution that totals anywhere from 

25,000 to $30,000. 

Now, through the years that sum has been lumped together, and 
the American Meat Institute, which is the packers’ trade organiza- 
tion, has matched those funds. 

Mr. Poace. I thought they have been matching all of these funds. 
I thought the packers had been matching all of the funds that you 
took—— 

Mr. Neumann. No, that, of course, I use the words “participating 
and cooperating pac Akers.” 

There are 4,000 packers and about 14,000 slaughterers. This live- 
stock, where some of these markets may have— they may have 50 or 
60 order buyers on some of the major markets, and livestock goes 
out of there to literally hundreds of small packers. 

Mr. Poace. I do not want to cut you off because it is most interest- 
ing. I wish we could stay here a long time, but I see the members 
want to leave. 

Could you answer some questions instead of giving a lecture on 
something that is possibly not quite so vital ? 

Have you found that it seriously impedes your business when there 
is a statewide checkoff of funds? 

Mr. Neumann. There has not been enough of that to answer that 
question. 

Now that we are on a current basis, North Dakota and South Dakota 
and Montana, and we are getting money from Florida, where the 
Florida Beef Council is making collections, they are remitting funds 
periodically, not regularly, but periodically, in the amounts of 1 cent 
a head on the cattle that they are collecting. 

Mr. Poacr. What did you get before we had that? Tam just asking 
you, have you been hurt by that, i is all I am asking you. 

Mr. Neumann. Not after we got over the first hump. 

Mr. Poace. All right. Then you have not been hurt. Now, that 
is the only answer I need. I just wanted to get the answer. 

Mr. Neumann. Unless you say we are hurt here. 

Mr. Poaae. Well, I did not say anything about that because there 
is not any compulsory checkoff in Idaho, I understand; isn’t that 
right? 

Mr. Necmann. That is right. But the excuse—— 

Mr. Poace. I know, in Puerto Rico they may establish something 
else, and it would be a different thing. But that is not what I am 
talking about, Mr. Neumann. I am just asking a question, and I 
would like to get an answer. We can proceed so much faster. 

Mr. Neumann. Didn’t I give you a satisfactory answer ? 

Mr. Poacr. I hate to proceed this way, if you give me a lecture in- 
stead of giving me an answer. 

Mr. Neumann. Did I answer that satisfactorily ? 

Mr. Poacr. Yes; you answered it. But that ought to be the answer 
instead of giving me a lecture about Idaho, because I am not interested 
in Idaho, which does not have a checkoff. 
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I merely asked you whether you had suffered severely where they 
did have a checkoff and you told me, “No.” 

Let us find out about how you get this money. I had misunderstood 
it. 

Mr. Neumann. Yes. 

Mr. Poace. You get a total of about three-hundred-thousand-odd 
dollars—no; you said—how much did you say ? 

Mr. Neumann. This year it looks like it will be somewhere between 
a million one hundred thousand, and a million two hundred thousand. 

Mr. Poace. How much of that comes from the producers of livestock 
through contributions at the markets? 

Mr. Neumann. About $600,000, but that includes all of the markets. 

Mr. Poacer. I understand. I did not ask you about the terminal 
markets, but all of them. That is about two-thirds of them, roughly? 

Mr. Neumann. That is right. 

Mr. Poace. How much of it comes from the packers? 

Mr. Neumann. That is the producer contribution. The balance of 
our funds come from the packers. It is somewhere between 

Mr. Poace. You mean you get $1,200,000; you get $1 million from 
the producers ? 

Mr. Neumann. No; our total receipts. 

Mr. Poagce. They are a little over $1 million ? 

Mr. Neumann. A little over $1 million. 

Mr. Poage. Of which $600,000 

Mr. NeuMAnn. Between 55 and 60 percent comes from the growers. 

Mr. Poage. Producers. All the rest comes from the packers? 

Mr. Neumann. Yes, 

Mr. Poacr. The marketing institutions contribute nothing? 

Mr. Neumann. No. They make their contribution by making the 
collection. 

Mr. Poagr. Yes. It is a service? 

Mr. Neumann. Yes: it is a service. 

Mr. Poace. It is a service institution contribution there. 

How many of the packers contribute ? 

Mr. Neumann. Of course, that 

Mr. Poace. Are there any of the major packers that do not con- 
tribute ? 

Mr. Neumann. No. 

Mr. Poace. Do they have a formula on which they contribute? 

Mr. Neumann. The same formula as the growers. They match, 
where they are located on a market where the collections are made, 
they make the contributions on their kill, and out here in the interior, 
where the bulk of their purchases are direct, they make the collection 
from their buyers, and their buyers make their collection at the plant 
or in the country, and then they make a contribution on their kill. 

Mr. Poagce. Well now, let us find out: Take Abilene, Tex. Of 
course, there is some buying out there, obviously, but do the packers 
make any contribution in connection with the cattle that are bought 
at Abilene ? 

Mr. Neumann. No; unless they show up at one of their packing 
plants. 

Mr. Poacr. Of course, some of them may go through Fort Worth 
and be slaughtered. 
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Mr. Neumann. Yes; and there they make the contribution. 

Mr. Poacr. Because they make it on the kill ? 

Mr. Neumann. That is right. 

Mr. Poacr. And not on the basis of what they buy; and that is the 
reason there is a larger producer contribution—— 

Mr. NeuMANN. And the idea of the stocker livestock, here is the 
stocker livestock that does not go to kill, you see. If the program is 
a good thing for the man who ‘has got fat cattle to sell, it is a good 
thing for the man who has got stock to kill, so there is a little 
duplication. 

Mr. Arsert. There are two things I would like to ask about. One 
is the direct contribution, such as the Southwest Cattlemen’s and then 
these specialized sales that make producers’ contributions a little more 
than the packers. 

Mr. Neumann. Yes. But those associations contributions the 
packers match. 

Mr. Avserr. They do? 

Mr. Neumann. In the board, the packers association. 

Mr. Poacr. Isee. All right. 

Now then, what about such organizations as the Farm Bureau, the 
Grange and the Farmers Union ? 

Mr. Neumann. The general farm organizations contribute as live- 
stock growers and feeders. 

Mr. Poage. The organizations do not contribute anything / 

Mr. Neumann. Notasor ganizations. 

Mr. Poace. But a member, of course a member of the Farm Bureau 
would pay the same as a member of the Grange? 

Mr. NruMann. Yes. 

Mr. Poacre. Or a member of the Southwestern Texas Cattle Raisers 
Association. How does it happen that the Farm Bureau gets 3 votes, 
and the Cattle Raisers Association 1, and the Farmers Union 1? Just 
on what basis is that voting ? 

Mr. Neumann. That has been years in being set up on that basis. 

Mr. Poacr. I know, but what was it? 

Mr. Neumann. These are the organizations that were the charter 
members of the board and got together and agreed that these were the 
number of people that would represent these various organizations. 

Mr. Poacr. There is not, then, anything here but a purely arbi- 
trary basis? 

Mr. Neumann. That is right. Appointments are for 1 year, but 
directors may succeed themselves. They, of course, serve without 
pay. 

Mr. Poace. Are the directors of these various organizations auto- 
matically directors of your organization? Who are the other two— 
Farm Bureau directors? 

Mr. Neumann. Howard Hill of Iowa, and Mrs. Haven Smith of 
Nebraska. 

Mr. Poacr. The Farm Bureau selects them any way they please? 

Mr. Neumann. Yes. 

Mr. Poacr. And the same with any of the rest of the groups? 

Mr. Neumann. And the directors are approved by the board when 
they are seated. 

Mr. Poace. They never turn anybody down, do they ? 
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Mr. Neumann. Not that I know of. 

Mr. Poace. I did not imagine they ever did or ever will. I am not 
thinking that they should, and I am not arguing that they should. 

Now, the control of the association rests in the Livestock Growers 
and Feeders group ? 

Mr. NEUMANN. They have 16 members out of 30, and these are their 
representatives. They are working for this group. 

Mr. Poace. I do not get that. They are working for this group ¢ 

Mr. Neumann. Y es, ‘they are. These gentlemen. here from Chicago, 
they are the hired hands of the Livestoc k Growers and Feeders at the 
market. They sell their livestock so they are their agents. So, in 
effect, they, too, represent the Livestock Growers and. Feeders, be- 

cause they represent them in the marketing process. 

Mr. Poacr. That last group, there is one each from them, is that 
right ? 

Mr. Neumann. Yes. The thinking, apparently, of the early forma- 
tion of the board was that these people are the salesmen for the meat 
industry, 350,000 retailers, close to 500,000 public eating places, they 
ring the cash register on the meat. Their cooperation is needed in car- 
rying out programs of 

Mr. Poace. I think you make it rather clear that the heads of these 
organizations do not necessarily become the directors ? 

Mr. Neumann. No. 

Mr. Poagr. It merely happens in the Farm Bureau case that Mr. 
Schumann was named ? 

Mr. NeuMAnn. Yes. 

Mr. Poagr. But who represents the Grange ? 

Mr. Neumann. The Dewan representative is Mr. Zimmerman, 
their director of research. 

Mr. Poage. I see. 

Now, what about the American Meat Institute? It has the largest 
ngle bloc of representatives, does it not 

Mr. Neumann. Yes. 

Mr. Poace. Do you know how they are selected then ? 

Mr. Neumann. The American Meat Institute makes the selection. 
Mr. Poace. I beg your pardon ? 

Mr. NEUMANN. "They make the selection; the American Meat In- 
stitute makes the selection. How they do it, I do not know. 

Mr. Poage. Do they represent the major packers? 

Mr. Neumann. Not altogether, no. Currently, the representatives 
are Mr. Krey, who serves as chairman of the board, and is an inde- 
pendent packer operating in St. Louis. The other representatives are 
Mr. Petty of Swift & Co.; Mr. Corey, who is the chairman of the 
board of Hormel & Co. : con Corky Noble of Noble’s independent meat 
company out in ¢ ‘alifornia, one of the smaller packers. 

Mr. Poace. Let me ask you, do you feel there is any place for the 
National Beef Council ? 

Mr. Neumann. Are you asking me as Carl Neumann or as the 
secretary-manager r of the board? I cannot commit the board. There 
is promotion work to be done on all species of meat. There just are 
not enough people to get all of the job done. 

Mr. Poacr. Do you think we would be better off not to have that 
organization, and have your organization doing all that work? We 
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have had a whole lot of talk here about fragmentation, and I just want 
to see—— 

Mr. Neumann. You put me on the spot; I have no opinion on it, 
but we cooperate individually and as an organization with all groups 
and agencies in promoting meat. 

Mr. Poaer. Do you think there is any duplication in your work 
and the Beef Council ? 

Mr. Neumann. There has not been up to this point. 

Mr. Poaar. Is that because the Beef Council has not done anything 
or because their program 

Mr. Neumann. I would rather you asked them that. 

No, they have been very active, sir. They have been very active, 
and we have joint working relationships, as Leo Welder told you. 

To be specific, we talked during the noon hour to Leo and Bob 
Munyon of California, as we go into this special beef promotion in 
June during Frozen Foods Week, we have some new movies. 

Do you want to use them out there? We will provide you with 
some prints to use on the TV station. 

Mr. Poacr. Is it your feeling if we would pass this legislation or 
any version of this legislation that probably the Beef Council would 
get most of the money rand you would get the small end of it? 

Mr. NEUMANN. I have no opinion on it. 

Mr. Poacr. You must have given it some thought. I do not believe 
a man who is intelligent enough to run an organization the size of 
yours would have sat by and not have given some consideration to 
what might affect his business. You must have given it some thought. 
You may not know the answer. 

Mr. Neumann. I will go back to my original thought, there is a 
lot of work to be done by both organizations. 

Mr. Arnert. Does the board have any position on this legislation ? 

Mr. Neumann. The board has no official position. 

Mr. Apert. Asa board? 

Mr. Neumann. On this legislation; and, consequently, I am put- 
ting myself on the spot if I—— 

Mr. Poacr. Mr. Schumann was speaking as head of the Farm 
Bureau ? 

Mr. Neumann. And not as a member of the board, you are right. 
He was speaking as a representative of the Farm Bureau, not as an 
official representative of the board; you are right. 

Mr. Arsert. You have had the same thing with the American 
National Cattlemen’s Association ? 

Mr. Neumann. Yes. Had the directors of, or representatives from 
the American National, had they been here, they would have been 
speaking for the American National. 

Mr. Poaag. Is Mr. Don Collins one of your directors ? 

Mr. Neumann. No. The directors representing the American Na- 
tional are John Marble from California, Albert Mitchell, and Mark 
Knoop of Ohio. 

Mr. Poacr. The committee is very much obliged to you. 

Mr. Neumann. Thank you for your indulgence. 

Mr. Poacr. T donot want you to feel that by tryi ing—— 


Mr. Neumann. May I commend you in the way you have handled 
this? 








SELF-HELP MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAM 151 


Mr. Poace. We cannot pass on this matter without getting all the 
basic information we can. 

Mr. Neumann. I assume that is why we were asked to appear here. 

The board has never taken part in legislative matters. 

Mr. Harvey. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to comment and say 
that this has been a very illuminating experience for me, because I 
have often wondered just exactly what this board did do, and it was 
very interesting for me to find out. 

Mr. Poace. I want it understood that I am not offering any crit- 
icism. I think you have done a lot of good. I do not mean by my 
questions to be considered as critical. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Neumann, together with the attach- 
ments, follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CARL F. NEUMANN, SECRETARY-GENERAL MANAGER, NATIONAL 
LivE StocK AND MEAT BOARD 


Members of the House Agriculture Committee: 

At the request of Congressman Harrison of Nebraska, it is our purpose at this 
hearing today to present for your information the nationwide program of meat 
research, education and information conducted by the National Live Stock and 
Meat Board—the industry’s 34-year-old service organization representing all 
segments of the industry and all species of meat animals. 

This is a unique experience for a representative of this organization or for 
any member of its board of directors, since the board has at no time in its his- 
tory engaged in legislative matters, and as you know, my appearance today is 
by invitation. 

It is our purpose to use a set of charts and some illustrated material, which 
will be used to bring out some of the points in the testimony. Copies of this 
testimony along with copies of the 33d annual report of the National Live Stock 
and Meat Board’s activities have been given to the clerk of your committee. 

In presenting this program of the National Live Stock and Meat Board, let’s 
remind ourselves that the board came into being in 1923 as a result of con- 
eerted action on the part of the various segments of the industry who saw in 
those times a need for a champion for meat and its rightful place in the human 
diet. In other words, the board was organized by livestock growers and feeders, 
livestock marketing agencies, meatpackers and meat retailers. In recent years, 
with the tremendous increase in meat consumption in public eating places, the 
Nation’s restaurateurs, too, have been included in the board’s directorate. Thus 
we have livestock growers and feeders financing the program, marketing agencies 
making the collections, cooperating meatpackers financing the program and 
serving in many instances as collection agencies, and the retailers and restaura- 
teurs cooperating in promoting the sale of meat in this nationwide program. 

Chart No. 2 shows the organizations represented on the board. Livestock 
growers and feeders have a majority on this directorate of 16 out of the 30 
members. The American Farm Bureau Federation has 3 representatives; the 
American National Cattlemen’s Association, 3; the Kansas Livestock Associa- 
tion, 1; lamb feeders associations, 1; National Society of Livestock Record Asso- 
citations, 2; National Wool Growers Association, 1; swine growers associations, 3; 
the Texas and Southwestern Cattle Raisers’ Association, 1; and the National 
Grange, 1. 

You will note that these organizations are all national in character with the 
exception of the Kansas and Texas and Southwestern associations, which main- 
tain their membership by virtue of being charter members of the board, being 
prime movers in its origin. 

The marketing agencies, which represent the livestock grower and feeder in 
the sale of his livestock, have 5 representatives; Farmers Union, 1; National 
Live Stock Auction Association, 1; National Livestock Exchange, 2; and the 
National Livestock Producers Association, 1. The meatpackers are represented 
on the board by 4+ members appointed by the American Meat Institute, and 
the Nation’s retailers and restaurateurs have 5 representatives on the board. 
These include one each from the National Association of Food Chains, the Na- 
tional Association of Retail Grocers, the National Association of Retail Meat and 
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Food Dealers, the National Restaurant Association, and the Super Market Insti- 
tute, making a total membership of 30. 

The directors serve without pay and are appointed annually by the sponsor- 
ing organizations, but May succeed themselves in membership. This directorate 
determines the policies and guides the program of the board, which is carried 
out by a staff now numbering over 50 people under the direction of the 
Board’s secretary-general manager, with its program being executed through 
the efforts of 8 departments within the staff. 

All segments of the industry are interested in maintaining a high per capita 
consumption of meat. With that thought in mind, let’s take a look at trends 
in consumption over the past 20 years. In the year 1935 we had a per capita 
consumption of approximately 115 pounds of beef, pork, lamb and veal. While 
consumption has varied from year to year there has been a steady increase, 
until in 1956 we set an alltime record high per capita consumption in the amount 
of 164.7 pounds of red meat per person—broken down into 84.2 pounds of beef, 
66.8 pounds of pork, 4.4 pounds of lamb, and 9.8 pounds of veal. 

It might be well in this connection that we take into consideration our entire 
per capita consumption of high protein foods, which last year included not only 
164.7 pounds of meat, but also included 23.4 pounds of chickens, 5.1 pounds of 
turkey, 10.1 pounds of fish, 8 pounds of cheese, and 45 pounds of eggs per person. 
Add to that 48.9 pounds of nonfat solids from fluid milk, and we have a total 
per capita consumption of high protein food from animal sources of over 305 
pounds per person. Truly a tribute to the productive capacity of an agriculture 
able to provide a diet of this quality for its 170 million people. 

Early in the board’s program it became apparent that there was a need for 
a body of information on the nutritive value of meat and its place in the 
human diet, which et that time was not available. It is a credit to the early 
officers and directors of the board that they embarked upon a course of ferreting 
out information on the nutritive value of meat, thereby building the board’s 
program on a solid foundation of scientific facts 

This was done by making cash grants-in-aid available to recognized colleges, 
universities and hospitals across the country with the facilities and the re 
search staff to do the job. Chart No. 3 shows that since 1924, board funds 
have been used for 108 research projects on protein, fat, minerals, vitamins, repro- 
duction, lactation, longevity, blood regeneration, dental caries, human nutrition, 
meat cookery, and special meat studies. 

As throughout the board’s history, board funds are being used to explore a 
variety of subjects concerning meat. Certainly no subject in human health is of 
more interest in America today than cardiovascular disease. Since there is a 
relationship between diet and heart disease, and with the high interest in 
protein and fat in this connection, it is logical that board funds be used in this 
field. 

Grants-in-aid have been made for the work of Dr. W. D. Salmon at Alabama 
Polytechnic Institute, who is using laboratory animals to study the relation of 
the diet to blood regeneration, and various conditions of the blood stream. 

Dr. F. J. Stare at Harvard University is using monkeys and human subjects 
in his studies. Dr. F. A. Kummerow, at the University of L[llinois is using 
chickens and materials from the bodies of human patients who have died of 
heart disease. Dr. R. T. Holman of the University of Minnesota is using labora- 
tory animals and chemical techniques. 

In the field of fat metabolism Dr. N. 8S. Scrimshaw, director of the Pan- 
American Nutrition Institute in Guatemala, is supplementing diets of natives in 
that Central American country with liberal amounts of animal fat to get a 
picture as to what happens under the low-level nutrition conditions prevailing 
there. 

Dr. A. E. Hansen at the University of Texas, one of the Nation’s top pedia- 
tricians, is working with fat in the diet of infants and its contribution to their 
general health. 

Not shown on this chart is a grant-in-aid to Dr. Grace Goldsmith at Tulane 
University, who is studying cholesterol retention and excretion in relation to diet. 

Meat digestibility is being studied by Drs. Smith, Orten, and Schroeder at 
Wayne University, in Michigan. 

In the broader field of human nutrition studies Dr. Fred Steggerda at the 
University of Lllinois is studying the retention of minerals in relationship to 
the amount of protein consumed. Dr. A. H. Washburn at the University of Colo- 
rado is studying the long-time effects of meat in the diet and its relation to the 
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prevention of infectious diseases in children. Dr. Pearl Swanson at lowa State 
College is doing research on the effect of varying amounts of protein in the diet 
of those in advancing years. Dr. Charlotte Young at Cornell University is work- 
ing with various reducing diets containing liberal amounts of meat with moderate 
amounts of fat. In other words, she is replacing some of the calories ordinarily 
received in the diet from starchy foods with fat, and is finding that in feeding 
liberal amounts of meat with the fat, in what is a diet rather easy to adhere to, 
she is getting good results in weight reduction. Last year her work was with 
obese college boys and this year with obese young women. This work will become 
the basis of new publications and new information in the entire dietetic field on 
the subject of weight reduction. From an industry standpoint her work is of 
extreme value, because it shows clearly that weight reduction is possible with 
meat carrying normal amounts of fat so that the dietitian need not say “lean” 
meat, but can say, rather, “meat.” 

Under special meat studies Dr. Ruth Leverton the past 2 years at Oklahoma 
A. and M. College completed research showing the protein, calorie, mineral and 
vitamin values of over 100 cuts of fresh meat, as the meat is produced, trimmed, 
sold, cooked and consumed today. Her work was complete in every detail in that 
every cut of meat was photographed before cooking in order that there would 
be no question as to the amount of fat present in the cuts. A record was kept 
of the method of cookery, the temperature and the cooking loss, and the analyses 
were made with fat on and with visible fat ordinarily not consumed taken off. 
There has been a need for a number of years for this type of study because 
virtually all the current printed and published information on the nutritive 
value of meat is on the basis of production, cutting, cookery methods, and eating 
habits in use years ago. 

Suffice it to say that the results of her work, which have recently been pre- 
sented at one national scientific meeting, show meat in its truer light to be higher 
in protein and lower in calories than the obsolete figures that have been in use for 
some time. This information when published through the regular official chan- 
nels of the land-grant college system and reported in the Nation’s scientific 
journals can well revolutionize the emphasis placed on meat in these calorie- 
conscious days. 

Dr. B. S. Schweigert of the American Meat Institute Foundation at the Uni- 
versity of Chicago, is studying the vitamin B, content of meat. 

Drs. Brady and Turner at the University of Missouri are doing research on 
dark cutting beef, one of the real economic problems of the industry. Dr. C. A. 
Elvehjem, dean of the Graduate School and head of the Department of Biochem- 
istry at the University of Wisconsin, one of the top research men in the field of 
amino acids and vitamins, is completing some 20 years of work with amino acids 
as derived from meat and their place in the human diet. Dr. Harper, a student 
of Dr. Elvehjem, is undertaking a long-time study of digestibility and the part 
meat plays in this vital process. 

In looking over this chart on meat research financed by the board, permit me 
to point out that this program and its administration and direction represents an 
investment of approximately $100,000. While the results of this research work 
and their interpretation are of extreme value, may I submit to you further that 
there are other pluses in this program of research grants which can best be 
explained by the fact that within this list of some of the Nation’s outstanding 
scientists in the field of human nutrition we find the names of Dr. Stare, Dr. 
Kummerow, Dr. Leverton, Dr. Schweigert and Dr. Hansen, key people, who did 
their work for advanced degrees in their chosen field with funds provided by 
the National Live Stock and Meat Board while digging out this information on 
the nutritive value of meat. 

Perhaps there are today under the direction of these outstanding scientists 
listed here graduate students who in a few years will likewise be leaders in the 
field of human nutrition. 

May I leave this subject of meat research with this one thought—the second 
research project, a 3-year study sponsored by the board at the University of 
Rochester, 1924-27, proved that liver had a place in the curing of pernicious 
anemia and in blood regeneration. This established the place of liver in the hu- 
man diet and made an essential food item out of a product formerly considered 
almost worthless. If the establishment of that one fact as a result of findings 
from board funds was worth only 10 cents per pound on all the liver produced in 
the industry in 1956, it was worth $56 million. 

All this information on the nutritive value of meat would be of little value 
were it not disseminated to the public through the media of the various schools 
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and hospitals doing the research work and through the facilities of the Board. 

We see here that there is a similarity between the activities and setup of the 
National Live Stock and Meat Board and the work in the Nation’s land-grant 
college system, which has its experiment station staff, its resident teaching staff 
and its extension staff, who take the results pf the work in the laboratories and 
experimental fields back out to the Nation’s farms and ranches. 

Likewise, this storehouse of knowledge on the nutritive value of meat is 
disseminated from home base by board staff members through all the channels 
available to the board, and by the board’s field staff across the Nation. Its value 
to the industry comes when it reaches the consumers and influences their pur- 
chases in the retail store and public eating places. Certainly what the consumer 
has learned of the nutritive value of meat, its appetite appeal, how to buy meat, 
how to care for meat, how to store meat, how to cook meat, how to serve meat, 
and how to plan menus around meat is remembered when they vote with their 
dollars at the cash register. That then, ultimately is the job of this organiza- 
tion—the National Live Stock and Meat Board—to reach the consumer with 
factual information on meat. 

What are some of the methods used in reaching the consumer with this infor- 
mation on the subject of meat? 

Because of the intense interest in the subject of meat and its universal place 
in the human diet, it is of importance to everyone. Therefore, the mediums of 
mass information in this country—press, radio, and now television—who have 
in this free enterprise system of ours taken upon themselves certain responsi- 
bilities and obligations in providing factual information to their readers, their 
listeners, and their viewers, are interested in disseminating factual, proven, in- 
teresting, and valuable information on meat. Consequently, authentic and re- 
liable information on the subject of meat made available to these mediums by 
the board is of interest and value to them. 

So to assist the Nation’s newspapers in rendering a service to their readers in 
the form of information, the board has for many years provided them with meat 
copy and photographs. Over 2,500 daily and weekly newspapers regularly re- 
ceive such a service provided them by the board. This chart shows the nation- 
wide distribution of these newspapers. 

An additional service is provided upon request to over 240 large dailies on an 
exclusive basis. In other words, there are three daily newspapers in the city of 
Chicago, whose food editors each use a separate exclusive service provided by 
the board for their food pages. The Nation’s food editors have learned to rely 
upon, and therefore use, the board’s material because it deals with all meats 
and because the recipes and other information provided to them are tested and 
approved in the board’s experimental kitchens. 

(Here are samples of this material as it is provided to the newspapers and as 
it appears in the food sections of these newspapers. ) 

This material, while being provided as a service to the newspapers, does not 
require or demand a credit for the board, thus making it more usable by the 
Nation’s press. 

While we have referred here to work with the daily and weekly newspapers, 
the board’s staff cooperates constantly with the food editors of countless maga- 
zines and other publications of interest to consumers. 

The subject of meat likewise is of intense interest to radio stations with pro- 
grams appealing to the family and the homemaker. Consequently, the board 
provides a script service to some 1,400 radio stations. This is printed material 
sufficient to provide timely meat copy for the entire month on the subject of 
meat. This chart shows the distribution of the radio stations using this service 
by States. 

With the advent of television, radio stations across the country have altered 
their programs to fit the daylight listening hours of housewives at home and 
about their work so as to provide them with additional information on family 
needs. This has provided a fertile field for meat information. This chart 
shows one of the board’s newer services—a daily 15-minute meat cookery pro- 
gram presented 5 times a week on 198 radio stations across the Nation. This 
program has been in use for a little over 2 years and is showing a steady and 
constant growth and as of this week is providing a total of 990 meat broadcasts 
per week to the Nation’s homemakers. This program, called Mary Blaine Time, 
again owes a part of its acceptability to the fact that it deals with all meats, 
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mentions no trade names or products, and is educational rather than commercial 
in nature, thus making it usable and intensely popular with radio stations. 

This program is provided to the stations in the form of a transcription along 
with recipes featured on the programs. We find that a number of these radio 
stations are selling this program to food distributors, many of whom in turn 
are featuring the various meats given in these recipes as weekly specials in 
their own store promotion. 

Having seen now this picture of this program, may we point out that at no 
time in its history has the board purchased advertising space or time on radio 
and television ,and this service program of information on meat goes out over 
the air daily at no cost to the board other than that of providing the transcription 
and the original recipes. Envision if you will what this program would cost if 
purchased and produced at regular rates for comparable type programs com- 
mercially sponsored. 

At this present time the board has in the field 10 graduate home economists. 
Last year this staff presented 52 newspaper- and radio-sponsored cooking 
schools—4-day schools—with an average daily attendance of 1,506 women, each 
provided with a 36-page meat cookbook. Straight meat copy used in the news- 
papers in connection with these individual schools would have resembled the 
Sunday editions of several metropolitan newspapers. This year there will be 
over 60 of these schools. 

In addition to these 4-day schools, the board’s home economists conducted 
last year 504 special meat-cooking schools, these being schools before home- 
makers, college and high school classes, meetings of professional home economists, 
extension workers, home economics teachers, and others. Included in these 
schoo]s were workshops across the Nation with school lunchroom supervisors— 
and at this point, your Department of Agriculture has called upon the board’s 
staff on numerous occasions to assist in the school lunch program. This service, 
of course, was gladly provided by the board. 

Included in the board’s field staff of home economists is a colored home econ- 
omist, devoting her efforts to the colored people of the southern section of the 
country, providing them through their colleges, high schools, their radio stations, 
and their Extension Service the latest information on meat. Here is another 
fertile field for increasing meat consumption. 

Each year a new group of home economics college graduates enters the teaching 
field. Through the years the board has provided these college graduates with a 
meat teaching kit. This chart shows the 348 colleges that were supplied with 
4,329 meat teaching kits for their graduating home economics students last year. 
This year the number will exceed 5,000 kits. 

Information of a technical nature on the place of meat in the diet is provided 
in a monthly publication that went last year to almost 15,000 professional 
people—physicians, dentists, dietitians and the like, distributed across the Nation 
as shown on this chart. Truly technical information on meat for technical 
people, who do so much toward influencing our eating habits. 

It is axiomatic in the promotion world today if you want to sell a product, 
sell it to the teen-agers in the family. The board in alternate years sponsors a 
high school meat poster contest. A contest was held in 1956 and some 20,000 
students in 1,100 high schools in 47 States entered that contest. Cash prizes were 
awarded the winners, and likewise the teachers, to help stimulate interest in 
meat among these young people, who will be the mothers and fathers of tomorrow. 

This chart shows the number of high schools per State entering the contest. 

Last year over 6% million people saw the board’s meat exhibits. Ninety-six 
of these exhibits were designed especially for consumers, these being exhibits 
at the Nation’s leading livestock shows, fairs, and expositions, 16 of which were 
fresh meat exhibits at State fairs and the like. New fresh meat exhibits were 
shown for the first time at the Minnesota, Kentucky, and Tulsa fairs and exposi- 
tions. The coolers alone in the fresh meat exhibits represent investments on 
the part of the fairs and shows ranging from $8,500 to $15,000—truly a remarkable 
opportunity to display meat at its best. 

Sixteen exhibits were shown at professional meetings. These were educational 
exhibits geared to the story of the nutritive value of meat and the methods used 
in its cookery. These were shown at such meetings as the American Medical 
Association, dental and other medical specialists groups, as well as meetings of 
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the American Dietetic Association, American Home Economics Association, the 
National School Food Service Association and the like. These exhibits, both for 
consumers and professional people, are maintained by members of the board’s 
staff who are present to distribute literature and answer questions concerning 
meat. 

Most of us remember a good deal more of what we see than what we hear. 
Consequently, the board has made use of visual aids in the meat teaching field 
throughout the years. The board has distributed for permanent loan 23,581 film 
strips teaching meat cookery. Each of these filmstrips is complete with a 
narrative and shows over 50 colored pictures on the various steps in meat cookery. 
This chart shows the nationwide distribution of these filmstrips to professional 
home economists. 

All of us are aware of the tremendous impact of movies on American life, and 
the board has been in this field for some time. Two movies, each over 30 minutes 
in length, were produced 17 and 14 years ago by the board. One of these dealt 
primarily with the nutritive value of meat, and the other wtih meat and its use 
by the family. Over 400 prints of these movies have been in circulation con- 
stantly and they are still enjoying a nationwide reception. 

During the past 3 years the board has produced 7 additional movies, each in 
full color, 15 minutes in length, and designed for use on television or showing 
to live audiences. One of these seven deals with the nutritive value of meat, 
ohne with outdoor meat cookery, one each with beef, pork and lamb, and two with 
meat cookery. Two of these movies have been placed in circulation only within 
the past 6 months. However, the 2 later movies and 5 of the more recent 
ones were shown last year over 23,000 times. This map shows the distribution 
of the bookings of these movies by States. However, with the addition of 100 
prints each of 7 new movies, making a total of 1,100 prints of 9 movies now in 
circulation, at the current rate of showings somewhere in the United States 
a meat board movie is being shown every 5 minutes. 

Just this week we completed the shooting of three more. These are 44-minute 
beef movies to be given nationwide distribution in special beef promotions. One 
of these deals with freezing beef: another with cooking frozen beef; and the 
third, with broiling steaks. These are designed primarily for use as features 
on television programs of interest to women. 

When the movie on outdoor cookery was announced last summer 67 tele- 
vision stations booked this film for showing within less than 10 days’ time, 
attesting to the intense interest in this subject. 

The 7 movies in circulation last year were shown 389 times on television, on 
102 stations, in areas served by 26 million TV sets. 

While the board’s meat movies have received wide distribution, this is not 
the only method by which the meat story is taken to the TV audience through 
efforts of the board. Directors of women’s TV programs provide food informa- 
tion to their viewers constantly, and to aid in the dissemination of information 
the board is supplying 131 TV stations with a weekly meats program, a “How- 
To-Do-It With Meat” service featuring meat cookery and menu planning around 
meat. While this service is provided in the form of copy and pictures for use 
on camera, we find that over half of the women’s program directors on these 
stations are going out and buying the meat and actually preparing the dishes on 
camera. Again, this program represents the use of the latest media of mass 
information and communication in reaching the Nation's homemakers. 

In addition, during the past year the board’s staff members appeared as guests 
on 298 live TV programs, demonstrating the latest techniques and methods of 
meat cutting, cooking and carving, as well as presenting information dealing with 
the selection, care, and nutritive value of meat. One series of these programs, 
for example, dealt with meat in the reducing diet, where a member of the Board’s 
Nutrition Department appeared on the live TV program, showing typical re- 
ducing diets using liberal amounts of meat. The board, in turn, provided the 
TV station with a booklet on reducing, which included the menus for a typical 
reducing diet. The booklet was offered to viewers who would write in for it. 
In one instance, over 6,500 viewers wrote to the station requesting the booklet- 
this as a result of only 3 programs on the subject of weight reducing. This chart 
shows the coverage by television of the live programs which were participated 
in by the board staff members and the coverage of the board’s movies—a grand 
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total of 687 meats programs on 268 TV stations last year. 
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Reference has already been made to work in cooperation with the Nation’s 
land-grant colleges, but this chart indicating a continuing meat program with 
the land-grant colleges points up specifically some of the major activities which 
the Board helped initiate and is carrying on through the years. 

The first of these is the Reciprocal Meat Conference, the tenth annual of 
which will be held in June of this year. The board is host to this annual con- 
ference of the scientific and research men dealing with the subject of meat not 
only in the Nation’s land-grant colleges, but also in the Department of Agricul- 
ture. These men gather for a 4-day conference under the board’s auspices 
and compare the latest techniques in the field of meat teaching, research, and 
extension. These scientific papers are published by the board and become the 
official proceedings of the conference, and as such are a part of college libraries 
across the Nation and serve as reference material on the subject of meat re- 
search, education and teaching. These annual proceedings include a considerable 
portion of the cataloged and published material on the subject of meat. 

This year the board is sponsoring three undergraduate clinics for agricultural 
college students in the field of animal husbandry and meat. Last year the sec- 
ond of these clinics was held at Omaha, attended for 3 days by 99 agricultural 
college students and their professors from 11 of the land-grant colleges in the 
central part of the country. Three days were spent in evaluating live animals and 
estimating such factors as dressing percentage, carcass grade, and in the case 
of hogs, back-fat thickness, body length and the like. 

In cooperation with the packers on these markets where the clinics are held, 
the animals are slaughtered and the last day of the clinic are viewed in the 
coolers for final evaluation. A special feature of these clinics is to invite key 
representatives in the meat packing, meat retailing, meat merchandising, and the 
restaurant field, as well as representatives of the livestock marketing industry 
and the Deaprtment of Agriculture, to appear before these future industry leaders 
and point out to them job opportunities and challenges within the industry. 

It is the feeling of the board that in these days of industry competition for 
keen, alert college graduates that our agricultural college graduates are entitled 
to a closer look at the meat industry. 

This year one of these clinics was held in Nashville, with representatives from 
12 colleges, totaling 130 in attendance. A clinic is being held in Oklahoma City 
this week, where the southwestern colleges will be represented with a like num- 
ber of college students. <A similar meeting is scheduled later this month in 
Ogden, Utah, rounding out a nationwide program that will not only provide a 
service by way of live animal and carcass evaluation, but will also give those 
attending a chance to consider job oportunities in the industry. 

A key feature of the clinics this year has been the appearance of administra- 
tive officers of the Department of Agriculture, who have discussed with these 
college students the challenges and opportunities in Government service in the 
fields of research, market supervision, market news service, and Federal stand- 
ardization and grading. The full cooperation of representatives of the Market 
News Service and the Standardization and Grading Service has helped make 
possible the success of these clinics. 

For 27 years now, the board has been sponsoring intercollegiate meat judging 
contests. Naturally, the real purpose of these contests is to stimulate interest 
in the study of the subject of meat in the Nation’s land-grant colleges and to 
put it on a competitive basis with other contests in which college students par- 
ticipate. Last year there were 16 college meat-judging teams entered at the 
American Royal Live Stock Show at Kansas City; 10 at the Eastern National 
in Maryland; 28 at the International Live Stock Exposition in Chicago; and 9 
at the Southwestern Exposition in Fort Worth. 

The board is proud of the record of accomplishment on the part of the Nation’s 
land-grant colleges in meat education and it feels that whatever stimulus it may 
have given to the program of teaching the subject of meat has been an aid 
in the establishment of full-time meat courses of study in some 36 of these 
schools. The contribution of this meat education program can never be ade- 
quately measured as its results will go on through the years. 

Now let’s take a look at some of the services of the board provided in a 
merchandising program for the Nation’s retailers and restaurateurs. 

A key service is the development of new and improved meat-cutting methods 
for the industry. This has been one of the Board’s primary activities through 
the years and many of the current cutting methods and meat cuts available in 
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the Nation’s markets today are the direct result of this effort on the part of the 
board. To accomplish this, retailer meetings are held across the country and 
the board’s staff members stay in constant touch with all developments in meat 
merchandising and retailing, and its offices serve as a clearing house for infor- 
mation in this respect. 

The board further provides, through the work of its expert meat merchan- 
dising staff, meat sales ideas to retailers to help them in moving product. 
Moreover, the public and institutional feeding field, including restaurants, hotels, 
school lunchrooms, hospitals, nursing homes, children’s homes, homes for the 
aged—in fact, all types of public feeding institutions—are assisted by the board 
not only with demonstrations and schools, but with published material both in 
the board’s own publications and in the trade press. 

Among those calling on the board for assistance in feeding large numbers of 
people have been the armed services of the Nation. In fact, many of the cut- 
ting, cooking, and feeding methods now in use by the armed services were pro- 
vided them by the board, as a result of cooperative effort particularly late in 
World War II and the years intervening since. 

To accomplish effective merchandising pregrams to aid retailers and restau- 
rateurs has required through the years literally hundreds of meetings, large and 
small, with retailers and restaurateurs, all eager to learn of the latest methods 
in meat merchandising. 

No presentation of the board’s program would be complete without reference 
to the work of the national meat promotion committee, set into motion in 1955 
at the request of the industry to initiate and aid in coordinating nationwide 
emergency sales promotion campaigns for beef, pork and lamb. 

In the early months of 1955, when hog prices began to drop seriously and 
evidence continued to pile up that even more stringent price drops were ahead, 
the officers of the board called a nationwide meeting in Chicago to discuss 
the coming crisis in the pork industry. Some 75 leaders of the industry were 
present at this meeting. in which problems ahead were pointed up by the Under 
Secretary of Agriculture, calling attention to the need of well coordinated in- 
dustry-wide programs of sales promotion if pork was to continue to move through 
market channels. Present at this meeting were representatives of producer 
groups, general farm organizations, livestock marketing agencies, meatpackers. 
restaurateurs, and retailers. 

It became apparent at this meeting that the Nation’s retailers—350,000 of 
them—who in reality are the meat industry’s salesmen, that they not only had 
the Nation’s pork supply to move, but likewise recordbreaking supplies of beef 
and substantial quantities of poultry and lamb as well. 

The cooperation of the Nation’s retailers in intense campaigns was assured 
by them, provided producers of livestock agreed as to times in which their product 
needed special promotion and asked for special emergency promotional help 
when needed to move their product into consumption. 

Subsequently a committee representing producers of beef, pork, and lamb, 
as well as poultry marketing agencies, restaurateurs, retailers, packers, the gen- 
eral farm organizations and the board, was set up as the national meat pro- 
motion committee to initiate and coordinate nationwide emergency sales promo- 
tion campaigns. In recent years meat promotion and continuing sales campaigns 
have called for annual expenditures of over $50 million on the part of the Nation’s 
packers, and over $50 million on the part of the Nation’s retailers in the ad- 
vertising of meat. 

The secretary-general manager of the board was named as chairman of this 
committee and charged with the responsibility of calling it together from time to 
time to observe the situation in the months ahead and determine which 
of the individual meats would require special attention. In order to accomplish 
this it has been necessary to call upon economists not only in the Department 
of Agriculture, but also economists within the industry, who have pooled their 
collective thinking to serve as a guide in setting up these emergency meat sales pro- 
motion campaigns for beef, pork, lamb, and poultry. 

Cooperation in this program has heen in the tradition of free enterprise with 
free discussion and deliberation being used in setting objective goals. Special 
emergency campaigns for specific meats in distress have been part of the board’s 
program since its beginning, and on many occasions through the years has fostered 
special drives for beef, pork, lamb, or Jard as the need arose. 
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The board is proud it has been able to play a part in these emergency 
-ampaigns by way of providing not only information and services, but also by 
the provision of sales aids to the Nation’s retailers and restaurateurs such as 
are outlined in these trade association letters, just to quote several—this one 
from the National Association of Food Chains and this one from the National 
Association of Retail Grocers, in which the officers are calling to the attention of 
their respective memberships the sales aids available through the board. 

In one of these recent campaigns over 2,000 meat photos were provided upon 
request to meat retailers for use in their own advertising campaigns. Shortly 
we will, in discussing distribution of meat literature, show you some of the sales 
aids provided retailers and restaurateurs in these campaigns participated in 
by all segments of the industry, with livestock growers and feeders, general farm 
organizations, independent packers, and packers’ organizations, all putting forth 
their best efforts to keep the products moving into consumption. 

Reference has already been made to the national distribution of meat liter- 
ature. This chart shows some of the distribution of this literature to elementary 
schools, high schools and trade schools, colleges and universities, professional! 
groups, homemakers, agricultural organizations, meatpackers, retail meat trade, 
marketing agencies, restaurant operators, newspapers, radio stations, TV sta- 
tions, magazines, industry papers, trade journals, State fairs and livestock 
expositions, and research and medical publications. 

Perhaps the use of these displays will show this committee better than we can 
tell you in words some of the over 100 publications currently circulated by the 
board. The national distribution of this literature runs into millions of copies. 

First board: Meat teaching material for elementary schools; nutrition mate- 
rials for professional groups; and meat teaching material for high schools and 
colleges. 

Second board: Merchandising literature for retailers and restaurateurs; and 
educational meat literature for consumers. 

Third board: Exclusive service on meat for TV stations; special services on 
meat for radio stations; and meat pictures and copy for newspapers. 

Fourth board: Industry relations material explains board’s program; board’s 
meat photos used widely by many interests; motion pictures and filmstrips on 
meat; 2 filmstrips; and 9 motion pictures for nationwide TV and group showings. 

Obviously this program has required sizable financial resources. The annual 
report of the board which your clerk has in his possession includes a statement 
of receipts and expenditures. This map shows the sources of revenue from live- 
stock markets. 

For the first 5 to 6 years of the board’s history its funds were derived from 
voluntary contributions at the Nation’s terminal markets on the part of livestock 
growers and feeders of 5 cents per car on livestock, these funds being matched 
by packers. Subsequently these funds were raised to 25 cents per car, or 1 cent 
per head on cattle, one-third cent per head on hogs and calves, and one-fifth cent 
per head on sheep and lambs, with these sums again being matched by cooperating 
packers. 

As changes came about in the marketing pattern, collections were also started 
on the auction markets and by packers who purchased directly from the grower 
either at their plants or at country concentration points, these funds still being 
matched by the packers. However, throughout the board’s history the keystone 
of its financial structure has been the voluntary contribution of the livestock 
grower and feeder collected by the livestock commission firms on the Nation's 
terminal markets, and is still today the chief source of income. 

All these collections are made as a service by the marketing agencies or by 
the packers making the collections, there being no costs against these collections 
charged back by the markets, it being their feeling their contribution to this 
program of meat research, education, and promotion is that of making the 
collections for it. 

In addition to these funds, voluntary contributions on the part of livestock 
associations, particularly in the southwestern area of the country, such as the 
Texas and Southwestern Cattle Raisers Association, the Arizona Cattle Growers’ 
Association, the Arizona Cattle Feeders Association, and numerous other asso- 
ciations as well as purebred associations, have been made to the board through 
the years in amounts that annually totaled from $20,000 to $30,000. The total of 
these funds has been matched in contributions, dollar for dollar, by the American 
Meat Institute. These sources, plus individual contributions from livestock 
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growers and feeders across the Nation, have provided the funds for the board’s 
program. All funds accepted by the board are for its overall program. 

In recent years, these funds contributed in the amounts of 1 cent per head on 
cattle, one-third cent per head on hogs and calves and one-fifth cent per head on 
sheep and lambs, depending on livestock numbers from year to year provided 
a sum of $380,000 upward to approximately $425,000 annually for the board’s 
program. 

However, in 1953 at the request of the various segments of the industry the 
board asked the industry to double these contributions on a per-head basis. This 
challenge was readily and immediately accepted by the industry and by the early 
summer of 1954 the job of doubling the per-head collections was virtually com- 
plete, and currently not only because of doubling the collections, but also because 
of substantial increases in livestock numbers and a broadening of the basis of 
collections (more market points and more packers), the funds at the board’s 
disposal are running at the rate of $1,100,000 to $1,200,000 annually. In other 
words, the industry has responded not with doubling the funds, but actually 
tripling the funds available for the board’s work, showing most effectively how 
the industry feels about this effort. 

This map shows you a distribution of the sources of revenue from livestock 
markets in the Nation’s major livestock-producing areas, the large dots repre- 
senting the Nation’s terminal markets, the medium-sized dots the auction markets, 
and the smaller dots the order buyers and buying stations, not only of the packers 
but also individual order buyers and producer-owned marketing points in other 
areas. 

May I remind the committee again that the material being left with you does 
contain this statement as presented to you verbally, insofar as I have been able 
to do and at the same time follow this set of charts, it being our feeling that 
the use of these visual aids would help to clarify the picture of this constantly 
expanding nationwide program of meat research, education, information, and 
promotion carried on by all segments of this industry through the National Live 
stock and Meat Board. 

(The charts referred to are as follows :) 


NATIONAL Live Stock AND Meat Boarp 


(Representing livestock growers and feeders, livestock marketing agencies, meat 
packers, meat retailers and restaurateurs ) 
ORGANIZATIONS REPRESENTED BY THE BOARD 
Livestock growers and feeders (16) 
American Farm Bureau Federation. 
American National Cattlemen’s Association. 
Kansas Livestock Association 
Lamb feeders associations. 
National Society of Live Stock Record Associations. 
National Wool Growers Association. 
Swine growers associations. 
Texas and Southwestern Cattle Raisers Association. 
The National Grange. 
Varketing agencies (5) 
Farmers Union. 
National Livestock Auction Association. 
National Livestock Exchange. 
National Live Stock Producers Association. 
Meat packers (4) 
American Meat Institute. 


Retailers and restaurateurs (5) 
National Association of Food Chains. 
National Association of Retail Grocers. 
National Association of Retail Meat and Food Dealers. 
National Restaurant Association. 
Super Market Institute. 
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Meat ResearcH 1924-56 


One hundred and eight research projects on protein, fat, minerals, vitamins, 
reproduction, lactation, longevity, blood regeneration, dental caries, human 
nutrition, meat cookery, special meat studies 


CURRENT STUDIES 
Cardio-vascular disease 
Dr. W. D. Salmon, Alabama Polytechnic Institute. 
Dr. F. J. Stare, Harvard University. 
Dr. F. A. Kummerow, University of Illinois. 
Dr. R. T. Holman, University of Minnesota. 


Fat metabolism 
Dr. N. 8S. Scrimshaw, Pan-American Nutrition Institute, Guatemala. 
Dr. A. E. Hansen, University of Texas. 

Meat digestibility 
Dr. A. H. Smith, Dr. Aline U. Orten, Wayne University. 


Human nutrition studies 
Dr. F. R. Steggerda, University of Illinois. 
Dr. A. H. Washburn, University of Colorado. 
Dr. P. Swanson, Iowa State College. 
Dr. C. Young, Cornell University. 


Meat studies 
Dr. R. Leverton, Oklahoma A. and M. College. 
Dr. B. 8S. Schweigert, American Meat Institute Foundation. 
Drs. Brady and Turner, University of Missouri. 
Dr. C. A. Elvehjem, University of Wisconsin. 
Dr. A. Harper, University of Wisconsin. 
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MEAT FEATURE SERVICE FOR 247 LARGE DAILIES 


Bi-weekly Releases include 
ee] meat pictures and articles 
J § 
a 
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MEAT COOKING SCHOOLS 


Fifty-two newspaper and radio sponsored cooking schools. 

One thousand five hundred and six average daily attendance. 

Five hundred and four special meat cooking schools. 

Eight thousand four hundred and forty-eight column inches of straight meat 
copy. 

Two million nine hundred thirty-five thousand four hundred and seventy- 
one newspaper circulation (42 papers). 

Continuous program of meat and lard recipes. 


4329 MEAT TEACHING KITS TO 343 COLLEGES 





CITIES WHERE COLLEGES ARE LOCATED 
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OVER 6/6 MILLION PERSONS VIEW MEAT EXHIBITS 


96 Consumer Exhibits 
16 Professional Exhibits 
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3.581 FILMSTRIPS TEACH MEAT COOKERY 





7 MEAT MOVIES SHOWN 23,010 TIMES 
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Over 22 million TV sets 
in area covered by Board Service 
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687 MEAT PROGRAMS ON 263 TV STATIONS 
BOARDS STAFF 298 BOARDS MOVIES 389 


REPRESENTS 3 TY CITY 


A CONTINUING MEAT PROGRAM WITH THE LAND-GRANT COLLEGES 


Reciprocal meat conference 

Ninety-six men. 
Thirty-one land-grant colleges. 
Official proceedings published by board. 

Undergraduate clinic 
Ninety-nine students and professors. 
Eleven colleges. 

Intercollegiate meat-judging contests 
American Royal: 16 colleges. 
Eastern national: 10 colleges. 
International: 23 colleges. 
Southwestern exposition: 9 colleges. 


NATIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF MEAT LITERATURE 
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Elementary schools, high schools and trade schools, colleges and universities, 
professional groups, homemakers, agricultural organizations, meatpacking, retail 
meat trade, marketing agencies, restaurant operators, newspapers, radio stations, 
TV stations, magazines, industry papers, trade journals, State fairs and livestock 


expositions, and research and medical publications. 
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MERCHANDISING PROGRAM FOR NATION’S RETAILERS AND RESTAURATEURS 


Develop new and improved meatcutting methods. 

Publish instructions on cutting and carving meat. 

Provide retailers with meat sales ideas. 

Help purveyors of meals buy and use meat. 

Conduct merchandising programs to aid retailers and restaurateurs. 


Aid in initiating and coordinating nationwide emergency meat sales promotion 
campaigns for beef, pork, and lamb. 


SOURCES OF REVENUE FROM LIVESTOCK MARKETS 





@ Terminal Markets | 
e@ Auction Markets 


* Order Buyers and 
Buying Stations 
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Mr. Poager. Is there anybody here who represents the National Beef 
Council? Could you give us the story in a few minutes, and tell us 
what the National Beef Council does? ~ 

Mr. Suorr. Mr. Chairman, my name is Don Short, and I testified 
previously. 

_ Mr. Poacer. If you would just tell us how the National Beef Council 
is organized and how it is financed, and what it does, it would be 
appreciated. 

Mr. Suorr. Well, Mr. Chairman, I should have covered that when I 
was up here before. 

As I told you, I could have talked on here 

Mr. Poagr. I know you did. 

Mr. Suorr. For a considerable length of time. 

Mr. Poace. You understand how difficult it is, but I feel unless we 
have some statement there, we have left our record hanging. 

Mr. SHorr. I thank you very much for the opportunity to explain a 
little bit about the beef council. 

With your permission, sir, I will file for the record, the constitution 
and bylaws of the National Beef Council. 

Mr. Poacr. We will be glad for you to do so. 

(The document referred to follows :) 





THE NATIONAL BEEF COUNCIL, CHICAGO, ILL. 


The National Beef Council is duly incorporated under the General Not for 
Profit Corporation Act of the State of Illinois. The organization created by 
the National Beef Council is the cattle and beef industry of the United States 
to inaugurate, direct, and administer a continuing national program of beef 
promotion to increase the economic sale and consumption of beef and beef 
products. 


CONSTITUTION AND BYLAWS OF NATIONAL BEEF COUNCIL 
ARTICLE I. NAME 
Section 1. The name of this organization shall be National Beef Council. 
ARTICLE II. OFFICES 


Section 2. The location of the principal offices of the organization shall be 
established in some city of the United States best adapted for the work and pro- 
gram to be carried on and conducted as may be determined and fixed by the 
board of directors. Regional or branch offices may be located and established by 
the board of directors as required. The board of directors may also from time to 
time change the location of the principal offices and any regional or branch 
office. 

ARTICLE IH. SCOPE AND TYPE OF ORGANIZATION 


Section 1. Scope: The National Beef Council is hereby declared to be an 
organization national in character, composed of, as members, associate members, 
or advisers: firms; organizations; trade, livestock, and agricultural associa- 
tions; government agencies; beef promotion groups; research and educational 
institutes, foundations, and study groups: each representative of a segment of 
the beef industry engaged in some phase directly connected with breeding, grow- 
ing, feeding, and marketing of cattle and the processing and sale of beef and 
beef products to the consuming public. 

Section 2. Type of organization: The National Beef Council shall be a non- 
profit corporation, incorporated under the laws of a State to be selected by the 
incorporators. 
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ARTICLE IV. PURPOSES 


Section 1. To increase the economic sale and consumption of beef and beef 
products through research education, beef promotion, and merchandising methods, 
on a nationwide basis through a continuing coordinated program on the part of 
the entire beef industry. 


ARTICLE V. OBJECTIVES 


Section 1. Beef promotion organizations: 

(a) To assist, guide, and encourage the formation of local, State, and regional 
organizations, representative of the beef industry, organized for the purpose of 
beef promotion. 

(b) To collect and disseminate full and complete information to and from 
State and regional organizations of activities and programs of beef promotion and 
suggest plans to stimulate increased activity. 

(c) To coordinate and advise on plans of financing activities. 

(¢d) To coordinate State and regional beef promotion groups in any specific 
nationwide sales promotion effort coordinated with any other product or industry. 

Section 2. Cattle marketing organizations and their trade associations: 

(a) To enlist the cooperation, participation, and support of all livestock 
auction markets, commission firms, stockyard companies, dealers, and other 
marketing agencies in conjunction with all beef growers, breeders, and feeders in 
the beef promotion program. 

Section 3. Cattle-processing organizations and their trade associations: 

(a) Te assist, encourage, and participate with all beef-processing organiza- 
tions in the development of new beef products. 

(6) To strive in cooperation with all processing organizations to obtain a 
more economical utilization of beef and beef products. 

(c) Cooperate in the development of all projects directed toward cost reduction 
in the processing and packaging of beef and beef products. 

(ad) To develop coordinated programs in financing beef promotional activities. 

Section 4. Food distributors and retailers and their trade associations: 

(a) Develop promotional programs in cooperation with food distributors and 
retailers, designed to accelerate and increase the sale of beef. 

(b) Cooperate with all retail food agencies in all programs featuring the sale 
of beef and beef products in connection with other food products. 

(c) Plan, devise, and develop specific promotion plans of nationwide value 
designed to bring about a greater consumer demand for continued purchase of 
beef and beef products. 

(d) Supply and suggest plans for retail sales promotional material. 

(e) To develop and coordinate sales programs designed to increase the sale 
of beef and beef products with other foods through joint advertising programs 
and mediums. 

Section 5. Research, educational and governmental groups: 

(a) To encourage and assist research of all types through existing organiza- 
tions and means in respect to improved breeding, feeding, and handling of cattle; 
in respect to processing methods and obtaining a greater economic utilization 
of beef and beef products. 

(b) To initiate, encourage, and develop education through all available me- 
diums, for dissemination to the public of all facts about beef and beef products 
with particular stress on the nutritional value of beef, and to use all existing 
organizations and agencies to accomplish this educational objective. 

(c) To cooperate with, advise, and initiate programs of education and re- 
search in respect to beef and beef products in conjunction with governmental 
agencies, both State and Federal. 

(d) To encourage, support, and assist the National Live Stock and Meat 
Board in its program of meat research, education, information, and promotion 
and dissemination of information and material developed by it in respect to 
beef and beef products. 

Section 6. National beef-promotion program : 

(a) To inaugurate, direct, administer, and finance a continuing national pro- 
gram of beef promotion. 


ARTICLE VI. GOVERNING AUTHORITY 


Section 1. The National Beef Council is governed and operated in accordance 
with the laws of the State of incorporation, its constitution and bylaws, and 
instructions from its executive committee, board of directors, membership body, 
and officers. 
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ARTICLE VII. MEMBERSHIP 


Section 1. General qualifications. Membership in the National Beef Council 
shall consist of associations, firms, corporations, institutes, educational groups, 
and trade organizations engaged in or concerned with some phase of the beef in- 
dustry, but whose objectives are in keeping with the scope and objectives of 
the council. 

Section 2. Classes of membership: There shall be the following classes of 
membership: (@) Regular and (0) associate. 

Section 3. Regular members shall consist of State organizations of cattle 
breeders, growers, and feeders, themselves alone or affiliated with other groups, 
with a principal objective as an organization to promote the sale and consump- 
tion of beef and beef products. 

Section 4. Associate members shall consist of national livestock or agricultural 
organizations having a major interest in cattle production, feeding, breeding, or 
marketing. 

Section 5. Membership admittance: Membership in the council may be ob- 
tained or granted in the following manner: 

(a@) Payment by the applicant of any membership fee as may be adopted 
by the board of directors for any classes of membership in which class any ap- 
plicant would be qualified, and, 

(bv) An appropriate resolution of the executive committee admitting any ap- 
plicant to membership in any specific class. 

Section 6. Membership resignations: Any member of the council may resign 
in good standing by placing on file with the council written notice of such resig- 
nation. 

Section 7. Membership record: The council shall keep a roster of members by 
classification of membership with the name and address of each member. Mem- 
berships shall not be transferable. 

Section 8. Voting privileges: Certification of a voting delegate, authorized to 
cast a member vote, shall be made in writing to the secretary of the council 
signed by the president or secretary of the member making such appointment 
and shall be on file before the meeting convenes at which voting privileges may 
be exercised. Alternate voting delegates may be likewise certified. 


ARTICLE VIII. MEMBERSHIP DISTRICTS 


Section 1. For the purpose of facilitating the administration of the council and 
to insure proper representation, membership districts are hereby created, with 
the right in the board of directors to revise the same, as follows: 

Pacific District: Washington, Oregon, California, Nevada, Alaska, Hawaii. 

Mountain District: Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, Arizona, New 
Mexico. 

South Central District: Oklahoma, Texas, Arkansas, Louisiana. 

West Central District: North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota, Wisconsin, 
Iowa, Nebraska, Kansas, Missouri. 

East Central District—Illinois, Michigan, Indiana, Ohio, Kentucky, Tennessee, 
Virginia, West Virginia, Pennsylvania, Maryland, Delaware, New Jersey. 

South Atlantic District—North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, 
Alabama, Mississippi. 

New England District—Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, New York, Massa- 
chusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island. 


ARTICLE IX. BOARD OF DIRECTORS 


Section 1. The board of directors shall be composed of certified delegates from 
the regular and associate members. 

Section 2. Powers and duties of board of directors: The board of directors 
shall establish rules governing its own conduct and procedure and shall have 
such express or implied authority as is not inconsistent with, or contrary to, the 
constitution and bylaws and instructions of the membership. It shall have full 
supervision of the business and management of the council and shall report 
thereon to the annual meeting of members. 

Section 3. Meetings of the board of directors: 

(a) The board shall hold at least two meetings each year, one of which meet- 
ings shall be immediately prior to the annual meeting of the members and one 
meeting of which shall be immediately following the annual meeting of the 
members and such special meetings as may be called at a time and place to be 
designated by the president. 
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(6b) A quorum of the board shall consist of not less than 10 directors. 
(c) Special meetings of the board may be called by the president or by 10 
percent of the directors at any time. 


ARTICLE X. EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 


Section 1. Designation: 

(a) The executive committee shall be composed of the following individuals, 
a majority of whom shall constitute a quorum: 

(1) Officers of the council. 
(2) Five directors elected at large by the board of directors annually, 
at the first meeting following the annual meeting of the members. 

(b) In the event of death, removal, or resignation, the president shall fill 
the vacancy for the remaining portion of the unexpired term by the appoint- 
ment of a director of like qualifications. 

Section 2. Powers and duties of the executive committee: The executive com- 
mittee shall act as a governing body of the council between meetings of the board, 
earrying out the administration of the affairs of the council. The committees 
shall outline and recommend to the board policies and procedures of the council 
best needed and desirable for the promotion of the interests, objectives, and 
purposes of the council as a whole. The committee shall bear in mind the inter- 
ests of the entire beef industry in their administration of policies and practices. 

(c) The initial executive committee members elected at the Denver meeting, 
April 25, 1955, shall act as incorporators of the council and serve as its governing 
board until their successors are elected. 


ARTICLE XI. CATTLE AND BEEF INDUSTRY ADVISORY COM MITTEE 


Section 1. (a). The committee shall be appointed by the president in number 
deemed appropriate by him upon his election, to serve for his term of office from 
those State, regional, or national organizations or businesses representative of, 
engaged in, or connected with, some segment of the cattle and beef industry and 
who do not qualify as regular or associate members. 

(b) They shall meet at the call of the president and serve in an advisory 
eapacity to the officers, board, and executive committee on all matters in keeping 
with the purposes and objectives of the council. 


ARTICLE XII. OFFICERS 


Section 1. Designation, terms, and duties: 

(a) The officers of the council shall consist of a president, a first vice president, 
seven regional vice presidents and a secretary-treasurer. 

(b) Such officers other than the seven regional vice presidents shall be 
elected each year by and from the board of directors at its meeting immediately 
following the meeting of the members for that year and shall hold office for a 
term of 1 year. 

(c) The seven regional vice presidents shall be elected annually at the same 
time as the other officers by the board of directors, with one to be elected from 
each membership district but only upon nomination to such office by the members 
of their respective districts. 

(d) The president and first vice president can succeed themselves but once. 

(e) The initial officers of the council shall consist of those individuals duly 
named to such office by the organizing group adopting this constitution and by- 
laws, which individual shall serve until the first annual meeting of the members. 

(f) In the event of any vacancies the same shall be filled by appointment by 
the president. 

Section 2. The president: As the directing officer of the council, the president 
shall see that its governing regulations are observed. He shall perform the 
duties consistent with such offices, having always in mind the welfare purposes 
and objectives of the council. He automatically becomes chairman of the board 
of directors and the executive committee and a member of all standing committees. 

Section 3. The first vice president: He shall act in the capacity of the presi- 
dent in the event of his absence, disability, or death and shall perform such 
other specific supervisory duties as may be assigned to him by the president of 
the board or executive committee, 

Section 4. The regional vice presidents: Each regional vice president shall be 
responsible to the council for the organization of his membership district and 
shall assume the responsibility as the directing officer of activities in his district. 
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Section 5. The secretary-treasurer: He shall be accountable for all funds 
of the council and for all disbursements made, only in the manner approved by 
the board. He shall account for all financial transactions and make a full report 
thereof at the annual meeting and at such other times as the board may direct. 
His accounts shall be audited annually. He shall also serve as the recording 
secretary of the minutes of the proceedings of the directors duly convened and 
of the executive board and shall keep appropriate minute books for such meet- 
ings as held. 


ARTICLE XIII. COMMITTEES 


Section 1. All committees shall be appointed by the president with approval of 
the executive committee. Special committees to govern special assignments may 
be appointed from the membership and the cattle and beef industry advisory 
committee as required. 

ARTICLE XIV. MEETINGS 


Section 1. The annual meeting of the members of the council shall be held 
annually in the month of April of each year at a place and on dates to be desig- 
nated by the executive committee. 

Section 2. Every member of the council, through its designated representative, 
is entitled to be present and authorized to vote in accordance with the voting 
provisions herein provided for. 

Section 3. Ten members in good standing shall constitute a quorum for the 
transaction of all business at any annual meeting. 


ARTICLE XV. MANAGEMENT 

Section 1. Management of the council and supervision of the attainment of 
the council’s objectives shall be vested in a manager to be appointed by the 
executive committee. He shall be designated by title as the executive committee 
may deem advisable and shall be directly responsible to the committee, the board 
of directors and officers for his actions. His salary shall be determined by the 


executive committee and he shall be provided with assistants as may be author- 
ized and designated by the committee. 


ARTICLE XVI. EMBLEM 

Section 1. An emblem shall be adopted by the executive committee for the 
council, symbolic of the objectives and purposes herein set forth. 

Section 2. It shall be the goal of the council that such emblem shall be accepted 
by the beef industry and the public as indicative of the work and efforts of the 
council in bringing about a more active consciousness upon the part of the public 
and the beef industry in its entirety and of the validity and sincerity of the 
council’s efforts. 

ARTICLE XVII. AMENDMENTS 

Section 1. Amendments to the constitution and bylaws not otherwise provided 
for herein may be made by the board of directors at any regular or special meeting 
to become effective upon the passage of an affirmative vote of a quorum of the 
board at such meeting. 

Mr. Suort. The National Beef Council, Mr. Chairman, was con- 
ceived because of the recognition on the part of the States that had 
formed State beef councils, that promoting beef in North Dakota, 
Wyoming or Nevada or wherever it might be, was not going to ac- 
complish very much in changing national beef consumption. 

We had to devise some means, some organization, some mechanism 
that we could reach to where the people that consumed the beef in 
this Nation actually were. ’ 

With that idea in mind, the National Beef Council was formed, as 
Mr. Collins told you this morning, at the recommendation of the 
American National Cattlemen’s Association at their meeting in Reno, 
Nev., in 1955. 

The National Beef Council was organized the next April. 
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The National Beef Council has represented on its board of directors 
a representative from all of the States that have State beef promotional 
organizations. 

t has representatives from various livestock organizations, such 
as the American National Cattlemen’s Association, that wish to par- 
ticipate and assist in the national promotional effort. 

he income from the National Beef Council, sir, is very nominal. 
It is just in its toddling stage. It comes from such States as North 
Dakota and Montana, F lorida, and Mississippi and some of the few 
States that are now making point-of-sale eters that they have 
set up on their own. 

It comes in the shape of some contributions directly in organiza- 
tions in States that do not as yet have fund-raising programs in 
operation. 

Our principal effort so far, sir, very unfortunately, has had to do 
with organization and, perhaps more specifically primarily, with 
removing the technical roadblock in the Packer and Stockyards Act 
that your bill deals with. 

As we attempted to set up these fund-raising plans, it was a very 
simple thing to us in North Dakota, for instance, that we set up a 
Beef Council there a couple of years ago, and we said, “Well, how do 
we raise some money ?” Somebody said, “Well, why can’t some or- 
ganization raise it ?”” 

And here is an important point, sir, that I think must be borne in 
mind in this whole situation as to why there is a National Beef Council 
or why there are State Beef Councils. 

We were attempting to implement a plan of fund-raising that was 
for a specific purpose. If any existing organization attempted to do 
that, for instance, our State Cattlemen’s Association, on a State basis, 
the American Cattlemen's Association on a national basis or the Na- 
tional Grange or the National Farmers Union, the National Farm 
Bureau, there are a lot of people, for reasons of their own, that do not 
belong to those organizations. They do not subscribe fully to the 
philosophy of those organizations. They would not be apt to support 
financially a program that was controlled by those organizations. 

We felt that a single purpose organization, whose “sole job was to 
promote the product that these people were concerned with would 
have the support of all the people producing that product. 

We have found, I think, in North Dakota that that is true. 

As I told you when I was here before, there have been practically 
no requests for the return of this money that was collected. We think 
the same thing is true on the national level that all people should 
see fit to endorse a national beef promotional oa pons i all people 
that produce meat, all people that produce beef, I would say 

Very briefly, sir, that is the rough outline. If you want to ask a 
question of what have we done in the way of promoting beef, I 
would say very frankly we have done very little because we have not 
had the money to do it with. 

We have been primarily concerned with getting an organization on a 
functioning basis and obtaining the mechanics of raising enough 
money to do some constructive work with. 

Mr. Poacr. Let me ask you this: What will be your opinion, whether 
it is by law or otherwise, and I would hope it would be otherwise, if 
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we pass enabling legislation for voluntary checkoffs, as to the di- 
vision of the moneys ‘that are taken from stich voluntar y checkoffs be- 
tween the National Beef Council and the State Beef Councils and the 
National Livestock and Meat Board ? 

Mr. Suorr. That is a very good question and perhaps, it has not 
been clarified enough, if at all, in this whole hearing procedure, both in 
the Senate hearings yesterday and here today. 

I think, first, I should say that in every instance where the deductions 
have been made, they have made the same deduction for the National 
Livestock and Meat Board that was in effect before, with the exception 
that where they have included markets that were not making dedue- 
tions for the Meat Board, they have included the deduction for the 
Meat Board on the same identical level. 

Mr. Poacer. In other words, the Meat Board has gained ? 

Mr. Suorr. I cannot see, sir, but what they have. They have cer- 
tainly gained in some of the States where they were not receiving any 
contribution before, certainly in North Dakota, where we were very 
concerned about protec ting the Meat Board. 

After all, we started the collections, helped them start the collections 
in North Dakota at the auction markets, where we are collecting this 
money now. 

We went around with these auction people and convinced them they 
should make the collection, and at the present time we have been sup- 
porting it very much. 

Mr. Poacr. That has been one of the questions in my mind that I 
cannot answer any better than you can. I cannot understand this 
argument. 

Mr. Snort. I cannot understand it, either. 

Mr. Poace. That it will reduce their income. 

Mr. Snort. It is simple to me. We are simple people in North 
Dakota. We just went ahead and did this. We are sending them the 
same amount of money on a per head basis, 2 cents a head was what 
they have been receiving; we are still sending them that. 

You have a different point of view in different States. Some people 
might want to spend a lot more nationally. Our States, such as 
Wyoming, Nevada, which has a very small population, would want to 
spend most of the money inside the State. Maybe that is important. 

But, as I pointed out in my remarks here a while ago, I think the 
individual back home who contributes this money, in order for this 
thing to live, has got to be aware of what is going on; he has got to be 
a part of it. 

In North Dakota, every rancher’s car in North Dakota has an “eat 
beef” sticker on it. You, perhaps, have seen some of them. 

I should say we have distributed some 50,000 of them that have gone 
to every State in the Union. They have been put on every tourist 

sar that we could put them on that went through North Dakota. 

We have done innumerable things, I will not burden you with. 

North Dakota now keeps 2 cents ‘of the 5 cents that we are collecting 
within the State to use for its State program and to supplement the 
national program, and they send 1 cent directly to the National Beef 
Council. 

Mr. Poacr. I very much appreciate that explanation of the work of 
the National Beef Council. 


91840—57——-13 
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Mr. Suortr. Mr. Chairman, [ certainly appreciate this opportunity 
to tell you these last few things. I was reluctant to take the time to 
try to do it when I was testifying before. 

I know the day was getting late and I did not want to interfere with 
Mr. Neumann’s presentation for the Meat Board, because we heartily 
support their efforts, and I do not want to leave any intimation that 
we are trying to detract from them in any way. 

Mr. Poacsr. Well, thank you so much. 

Judge Montague, do you want to make a statement ? 


STATEMENT OF JOE G. MONTAGUE, ATTORNEY FOR TEXAS AND 
SOUTHWESTERN CATTLE RAISERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Montacur. Yes, sir; just one minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I first want to answer one statement that Mr. 
Shuman made, in which he said that very little interest had been 
evidenced in this movement throughout the country. 

I want to file with the clerk for the record here, resolutions from 33 
State and national organizations, including 3 State farm bureaus 
supporting this movement. 

Mr. Poace. Without objection. 


(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


AMERICAN NATIONAL CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 
(Resolutions adopted January 9, 1957) 
BEEF PROMOTION FUNDS 


Whereas, we the American National Cattlemen’s Association, reaffirm our posi- 
tion that the beef producers are directly concerned with the promotion of beef 
to bring about an increased consumer demand for beef through an augmented and 
enlarged producer program of education, research, merchandising and promotion, 
and 

That the primary obstacle to financing an effective beef promotion program 
is the restricting provisions of the Packers and Stockyards Act in respect to 
voluntary deductions from proceeds of sale of livestock at public markets; there- 
fore be it 

Resolved, That we support proposed legislation amending the Packers and 
Stockyards Act whereby any marketing agency may, upon request of a respon- 
sible State livestock producer organization, make voluntary deductions, not ex- 
ceeding 10 cents per head on cattle, payable to the aforesaid livestock producer 
organization. 

NATIONAL BEEF COUNCIL 


Resolved, That we the American National Cattlemen’s Association meeting in 
annual session the 9th day of January 1957, reaffirm our endorsement made on 
January 12, 1955, in Reno, Nev. and on January 11, 1956, in New Orleans, La., 
relative to the work done and being done by the National Beef Council. 


NATIONAL SWINE GROWERS COUNCIL 
(Policy adopted November 25, 1956) 
NATIONAL CHECKOFF ON HOGS FAVORED 


(a) A uniform markoff across the Nation which will obtain funds by voluntary 
processes. 

(b) Promotion which shall emphasize product improvement, cooperative re- 
search efforts, educational work and merchandising. 
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(c) A checkoff per head which can be maintained over the long run and which 
will cover useful, effective promotional efforts without permitting easy spending 
and wastefulness. 

(d@) Coordinate promotional efforts among and prevent conflicts between 
agencies promoting pork, beef and lamb. 

(e) Increased support of an expanded program for the National Livestock and 
Meat Board. 


NATIONAL WooL GROWERS ASSOCIATION 
(Resolution adopted January 24, 1957) 
A GENERAL MEAT PROMOTION PLAN 


We recommend that Congress establish a uniform method of collecting funds 
for meat promotion embodying the following principles : 

That each segment of the livestock industry determine its own program of ad- 
vertising and promotion, including the amount of funds necessary ; 

That individual producers shall have the right to request and receive a refund 
of any money collected. 

It is the policy of the National Wool Growers Association that a definite pro- 
portion of funds collected shall be allocated to the National Live Stock and Meat 
Board. 

(A resolution adopted as part of the Lamb Committee report agreed with the 
principle of deduction for advertising and promotion and suggested that the Na- 
tional Wool Growers Association set up a committee to work on such a program.) 


CORN RELT LIVESTOCK FEEDERS ASSOCIATION 
(Resolution adopted February 8, 1957) 
MEAT PROMOTION 


The matter of an aggressive and extensive red meat promotion program has 
been under consideration by various livestock interests for some time. 

After due consideration, the association feels that in order to compete with 
other food products and consumers goods, most of which are promoted vigorously, 
it is imperative that the demand for red meat and meat products be encouraged 
in a similar manner. 

The association is mindful of the outstanding work of the National Livestock 
and Meat Board in its educational and research activities and desires that the 
work of this board be encouraged and further supported. 

It is true that the packers and retailers in the Nation are currently spending 
millions of dollars in advertising, but their programs emphasize prepared meats 
and brands in the first instance, and cuts and price in the second instance. 

Since it is believed that the quality and nutritive value of red meat should be 
further promoted and advertised ; 

And since a satisfactory method of financing such a program is not permis- 
sible under the Packers and Stockyards Act, while the producers of other foods, 
not affected by the Packers and Stockyards Act, are able to finance a promotion 
program as they choose: Be it 

Resolved, That the association support the efforts to overcome the obstacles 
to a voluntary deduction program at time of sale on all livestock and encourage 
the passage of S.646 which would do no more than permit the deduction of 
10 cents per head on cattle, 5 cents per head on hogs, and 5 cents per head on 
sheep and lambs on a voluntary basis with respect to both shippers and market 
agencies. In this the association believes that, not only would adequate funds 
be available for the promotion and advertising of red meat, but also the current 
checkoff for the National Livestock and Meat Board would become legal and 
additional funds would be received for the research and educational programs of 
that body. 
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COLORADO CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION 
(Motion passed at executive-advisory committee meeting, January 16, 1957) 
STATE LEGISLATION FOR CHECKOFF SYSTEM 


A motion was made by Mr. Burghart that Colorado Cattlemen’s Association go 
on record favoring the introduction of adequate legislation in our current State 
legislature to provide for a voluntary checkoff, not to exceed 10 cents per head 
on all cattle sold; this money to be used for promotion, research, and sales of 
beef. We prefer i.e collection by the brand inspectors, but will leave the 
method and wording of such a bill to our legislative committee. This motion was 
seconded by Mr. Horn. Rollcall vote as follows: 1,713 voted “Yes”; 17 voted 
“No”; 288 passed. 


(Resolution No. 2 adopted at the 89th annual convention of the Colorado 
Cattlemen’s Association, Colorado Springs, Colo., May 25, 1956) 


BEEF PROMOTION 


Whereas we in the livestock industry have long realized the need for a 
concentrated effort for beef promotion coordinated through a State beef council 
representing all segments of industry; and 

Whereas, if such a council is to effectively carry out a coordinated beef 
promotion program, there must be a system which will assure the financing of 
such a program: Therefore be it 

Resolwed, That we approve the voluntary checkoff system at our central 
markets and at our sale rings to not exceed more than 10 cents a head; this 
voluntary 10-cents-a-head checkoff to be simultaneously started August 15, 1956, 
at our central markets and sale rings, and livestock auctions; be it further 

Resolwed, That this 10-cents-per-head deduction include 2 cents to be remitted 
to the National Livestock Meat Board and 8 cents to the State and national beet 
councils; be it further 

Resolved, That the board of control study the feasibility of supporting legisla- 
tion that would change the proposed checkoff system to a checkoff system by 
brand inspection applicable only to transfer of ownership. 


CoLoRADO BEEF COUNCIL 
(Motion passed at board of directors’ meeting, July 6, 1956) 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS ACT FOR BEEF PROMOTION 
DEDUCTIONS 


Following a discussion of Senate bill 8. 4135 which was introduced by Senators 
Mundt, of South Dakota, Bastland, of Mississippi, and Schoeppel, of Kansas, a 
motion was made by Mr. Heckendorf that the Colorado Beef Council recommend 
the passage of 8, 4135 or similar legislation. This motion was seconded by Mr. 
Carruth and unanimously passed. 


(Motion passed at board of directors’ meeting, Colorado Beef Council, Feb- 
ruary 19, 1957) 
BEEF PROMOTION CHECKOFF 


Following a discussion of ways and means best suited for beef promotion 
checkoff in Colorado, the following motion was made by Mr. Smutz that the 
Colorado Beef Council favor legislation that would enable the State board of 
stock inspection commissioners to collect up to 10 cents per head for beef pro- 
motion, research and marketing, and with recognized organizations, agencies 
representing the cattle business. The motion was seconded by Mr. Nelson and 
unanimously passed. 
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NATIONAL GRANGE 


(Action supported at 90th annual convention, Rochester, N. Y., 
November 14, 1956) 


Individual commodity programs, specially designed to meet the production and 
marketing requirements of each commodity in relation to every other commodity. 





AMERICAN NATIONAL CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 
(85th annual convention held at Reno, Nev., January 10-12, 1955) 


RESOLUTION NO. 1. PROPOSED BEEF COUNCIL 


Resolved by the American National Cattlemen’s Association, in convention 
assembled at Reno, Nev., January 12, 1955, That its president is hereby authorized 
and directed promptly to take such steps as he may deem proper to sponsor estab- 
lishment of a beef council further to encourage the consumption of beef and beef 
products. 

The proposed beef council, enlisting the support of all segments of the beef 
industry, should serve as a coordinating body for continuing and expanding 
the present effective promotional activities of National, State, and local cattle 
organizations and coordinating these activities with those of other industry 
groups. 

The council should be empowered to plan, initiate, and carry on such re- 
search, promotional, and organizational activities as it may find practical and 
necessary. 

(New Orleans, La., January 9—11, 1956) 


RESOLUTION NO. 4. NATIONAL BEEF COUNCIL 


Resolved, That Jay Taylor, president of the National Beef Council and the 
other officers of that organization be commended for their leadership and 
effort in organizing the National Beef Council to promote the sale and con- 
sumption of beef ; 

That the American National approves the organizational structure of the Na- 
tional Beef Council, its type of membership, purposes, and cbjectives, and that 
Forest Noel be commended for his work in the interests of the cattle industry 
as its executive director. 

That we approve membership in the National Beef Council as the first national 
member of that organization ; 

That we urge the cooperation of the Department of Agriculture to aid, rather 
than hinder, the efforts of the State beef council members in adopting and inaugu- 
rating State programs for the voluntary deduction of funds from the proceeds 
of sale of cattle through recognized marketing agencies to be used for the 
purpose of beef promotion and that it instruct the Packers and Stockyards Di- 
vision to recognize validly constituted State beef councils as the proper agency 
within any State for the handling of such funds; 

That we endorse and approve the program and statement of policy as presented 
by Forest Noel and recommend the adoption of a budget by the National Beef 
Council for its national program of beef promotion as outlined and set forth in 
such report and that such budget be met by the cattle industry itself by States, 
according to the volume of cattle sales in each State. 


NEBRASKA STOCK GROWERS ASSOCIATION 


The Nebraska Stock Growers Association reaffirms its position that livestock 
producers recognize there is a need for a producer-sponsored educational and pro- 
motional campaign by which to improve their economic situation. 

We realize that the primary obstacle to financing an effective beef promotion 
program is the restricting provisions of the Packers and Stockyards Act with 
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respect to voluntary deductions from proceeds of sale of livestock at public 
markets. 

The Nebraska Stock Growers Association hereby offers its support of S. 4135 
amending the Packers and Stockyards Act whereby any marketing agency may, 
upon request of a responsible State livestock producer organization, make vol- 
untary deductions not exceeding 10 cents per head on cattle, payable to the 
aforesaid producer organization. 


NoRTH DAKOTA STOCKMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Resolved, The North Dakota Stockmen’s Association commends the efforts 
of the North Dakota Beef Council and the National Beef Council and express our 
approval of the voluntary point of sale deduction method of financing State and 
national beef promotion. 


ALABAMA CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Whereas, we, the Alabama Cattlemen’s Association, reaffirm our position that 
the beef producers are directly concerned with the promotion beef to bring 
about an increased consumer demand for beef through an augmented and en- 
larged producer program of education, research, merchandising and promotion, 
and 

That the primary obstacle to financing an effective beef promotion program 
is the restricting provision of the Packers and Stockyards Act in respect to 
voluntary deductions from proceeds of sale of livestock at public markets: There 
fore be it 

Resolved, That we support proposed legislation amending the Packers and 
Stockyards Act whereby any marketing agency may, upon request of a respon- 
sible State livestock producer organization, make voluntary deductions, payable 
to the aforesaid livestock producer organization. 


NEVADA STATE CATTLE ASSOCIATION 


Whereas the portion of the consumer's dollar spent for beef has been de- 
clining in spite of the fact that an hour’s labor buys more beef today than ever 
before, and 

Whereas present cattle prices do not return costs of production to most 
producers, and 

Whereas aggressive advertising and promotion by competitive foods is result- 
ing in expanding sales of these products to the detriment of beef: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Nevada State Cattle Association endorses and supports the 
principles, objectives and organization of the National Beef Council and urges 
support of its program for aggressive competitive advertising and promotion of 
beef on a national basis; further, be it 

Resolwed, That the Nevada State Cattle Association urges the American Na- 
tional Cattlemen’s Association and other interested organizations to support the 
efforts of the National Beef Council to obtain national legislation which will per- 
mit collection of funds on an equitable basis to support advertising and promo- 
tion of our products. 

Finally, the Nevada State Cattle Association commends the long-established 
research and educational activities of the National Livestock and Meat Board in 
behalf of all red meat and urges close cooperation between the beef councils and 
the meat board. 


TENNESSEE LIVESTOCK ASSOCIATION CONVENTION 
NO. 8—SENATE BILL NO. 646 
Whereas the beef, swine, and sheep producers have, through their respective 


councils, reached agreement as to certain amendments to the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act ; 
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Whereas the Packers and Stockyards Act prohibits even voluntary deductions 
at livestock market places for the purpose of financing research and promotion in 
the meat industry; and 

Whereas Senate bill No. 646, which proposes amendment of the Packers and 
Stockyards Act to the effect that such voluntary deductions may be made at 
livestock market places : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to Senators Gore and Kefauver, 
and to each Member of the United States House of Representatives. 


OHIO CATTLE FEEDERS ASSOCIATION 


We cooperate with other State and national groups working for national legis- 
lation, that will permit marketing agencies to voluntarily make voluntary deduc- 
tions from producers for promotion of livestock products in line with Senate bill, 
known as 8. 646, entitled “A Bill Amending the Packers and Stockyards Act, 
1921, To Permit Deductions for a Self-Help Meat Promotion Program.” 


OHI0 LIVESTOCK AND MEATS PROMOTIONAL COMMITTEE 


(Composed of Ohio Cattle Feeders Association, Ohio Beef Council, Ohio Sheep 
Improvement Association, Ohio Swine Breeders and Feeders Association, Ohio 
Commercial Swine Association ) 


That the committee recommend obtaining enabling auhority so that a volun- 
tary “self-help” program wil! not be impeded. 


CALIFORNIA CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


Cattlemen in California would like to join with members of the American 
National Cattlemen’s Association and other farm groups in the support of S. 
646 (Mundt and Eastland), and H. R. 5244 (Poage) which are designed to secure 
permissive Federal legislation to permit each segment of the livestock industry 
to collect funds, on a voluntary point-of-sale basis, for use in promotion, research, 
and consumer programs. 

The livestock people are attempting to solve their acute problems through self- 
help programs to be financed by the deduction of not more than 10 cens per 
head on all cattle sold. To accomplish this the subject Senate and House bills 
are designed to amend the Packers and Stockyards Act to permit such deductions. 

The future of voluntary beef and other livestock self-help programs through- 
out the Nation hinge upon the passage of this legislaion. Its passage would 
be a substantial help to cattle producers and consumers in California. 


UTaH STATE FARM BUREAU 
CATTLE 


Whereas the beef industry is faced today with a large population of cattle 
which must be moved into consumption ; and 

Whereas there is keen competition from all segments of the food industry as 
well as manufacturers of new food items for the consumer’s dollars, as evidenced 
by the aggresive sales action to get the consumer’s dollar ; 

We, therefore, favor a program for the beef producer to protect and promote 
his interest in the market place; 

We, therefore, recommend that a voluntary deduction be made on eattle sold 
for slaughter, said fund to be used in communities, counties, and States at the 
discretion of cattle producers to promote their interests. 
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MONTANA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


We approve the objectives and the methods used by the Montana Beef Council 
and the National Beef Council in the promotion of increased consumption of beef. 

We urge the American Farm Bureau Federation to support permissive legis- 
lation for voluntary collection for specific commodity promotion programs, such 
as the National and State Beef Council and the National Livestock and Meat 
Board. 





ARIZONA BEEF COUNCIL 


Whereas it has become an established fact that beef promotion on a nationwide 
basis is one of the most important considerations for the industry; and 

Whereas it is recognized that effective promotion will require large sums of 
money ; and 

Whereas the widest possible cooperation of all peoples interested in the beef 
industry is essential in the collection of such sums; and 

Whereas it is our belief that fund raising should be convenient and on a 
voluntary basis; and 

Whereas the primary obstacle to financing an effective beef promotion pro- 
gram is the restricting provisions of the Packers and Stockyards Act with respect 
to voluntary deductions from proceeds of sale of livestock at public markets: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Arizona Beef Council assembled in Phoenix, Ariz., this 
15th day of March 1957, endorse Senate bill 646 and companion measures now 
before the Congress of the United States; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the Members of Ari- 
zona’s congressional delegation, urging them to vote favorably and press for the 
passage of such legislation of affording voluntary self-help to the beef and other 
segments of the livestock industry. 





WYoMING Stock GROWERS ASSOCIATION 


Resolution passed by executive committee of the Wyoming Stock Growers 
Association, November 1, 1953 


BEEF ADVERTISING 


Whereas there is a well recognized need for more intensive advertising of 
beef, and 

Whereas present collections are wholly inadequate: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That we request the American National Cattlemen’s Association, 
working with and through the National Live Stock and Meat Board, to investigate 
the legality and feasibility of some form of checkoff on our public markets, and 
that funds so collected be placed in the control of an appropriate board repre- 
senting the industry for the purpose of publicizing our product and expanding 
its consumption, and to report back at the next annual meeting. 


Resolution passed by convention of the Wyoming Stock Growers Association, 
June 3, 1954 


BEEF PROMOTION 


Whereas cattle numbers are at an alltime high, assuring an increased supply 
of beef; and 

Whereas there is definite proof that beef promotion programs to date have 
materially increased the consumption of beef and public appreciation of its value 
in the diet ; and 

Whereas an increased per capita consumption of protein-rich beef will result 
in a better and more healthful diet for the Nation: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the committee heretofore appointed by the president of the 
Wyoming Stock Growers Association shall inaugurate a campaign to increase 
the consumption of beef, using funds to be contributed by Wyoming cattlemen 
on a voluntary basis at the rate of 15 cents per head on the number of cattle 
owned ; and be it further 

Resolved, That a committee be appointed by the president to study and formu- 
late plans for a more permanent and comprehensive program to raise sufficient 
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funds to participate in a nationwide program of beef promotion in cooperation 
with other cattle producing States. 


Resolution passed by executive committee of the Wyoming Stock Growers 
Association 


December 15, 1954 


BEEF PROMOTION PROGRAM 


Whereas, we of the Wyoming Stock Growers, favor a continuous, adequately 
financed beef promotion and public relations campaign, financed by the livestock 
producers, wherefore be it 

Resolved, That a committee be appointed to study methods of financing such a 
promotion program. This committee to work with a like committee of the 
American National Cattlemen’s Association and also study possibilities of 
raising funds at the State level if no national method can be devised. 


Resolution passed by convention of the Wyoming Stock Growers Association, 
June 9, 1955 


BEEF PROMOTION 


Whereas, this organization has previously recognized the need for a beef 
promotion program, and 

Whereas, we feel that such a need is increasingly apparent, and 

Whereas, voluntary contribution programs previously proposed have not 
worked out to raise adequate funds, and 

Whereas, we feel that some definite steps must be taken at once to increase 
the consumption of beef as a means of avoiding an over-supply of our product, 
now therefore be it 

Resolved, That we support the National Live Stock and Meat Board and the 
National Beef Council and urge that the National Live Stock and Meat Board 
and the National Beef Council make a study of the possible methods of collecting 
funds on a per-head basis at the market centers, or on some other nation-wide 
basis; such funds to be on all cattle marketed and to be of a sufficient amount 
to guarantee a comprehensive and adequate national beef promotion program ; 
be it further 

Resolved that this association go on record as favoring the collection of an 
amount equal to 15 cents per head on all cattle marketed and hereby declare its 
willingness to subscribe to a national program to that amount, and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the president of the National 
Live Stock and Meat Board and to the president of the National Beef Council, 
and to our congressional delegation, in order that our Representatives in Wash- 
ington may know that if legislation is necessary to accomplish a collection of 
the moneys herein mentioned, that this organization is in support of such a 
program. 


Resolution passed by executive committee of the Wyoming Stock Growers 
Association, December 12, 1956 


BEEF PROMOTION 


Be it resolved, That the executive committee of the Wyoming Stock Growers 
Association endorse Federal legislation to permit a voluntary checkoff on cattle 
sales for marketing research, consumer education and beef promotional pur- 
poses; the funds to be administered by the Wyoming State Beef Council. 





AMERICAN NATIONAL LIVESTOCK AUCTION ASSOCIATION 


Resolution of American National Livestock Auction Association Adopted 
June 16, 1956, at Annual Convention 


Resolved, That any self-help system developed by the producers toward promo- 
tion of their own product be supported wholeheartedly by the American National 
Livestock Auction Association. 
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Further resolved, That the auction markets offer such aids to the producers of 
livestock for the promotion of their products as may be convenient and necessary, 
including voluntary deductions from the producers’ proceeds of sale or acting as 
the collecting agency for any voluntary contributions offered by the producers, 
such proceeds to be remitted as the producers shall direct or to established bodies 
charged with the handling of promotion of the producers’ products. 

Further resolved, That the Livestock Market Council be directed to take such 
steps as are necessary to prevent interference by the Packers and Stockyards 
Division in any voluntary self-help plan developed by the producers, either by the 
promotion and fostering of legislation or active pressure on said Packers and 
Stockyards Division to prevent said interference. 


GEORGIA LIVESTOCK ASSOCIATION 


Resolutions adopted at annual meeting of the Georgia Livestock Association, 
Albany, Ga., February 7-8, 1957 


Whereas, The Georgia Livestock Association has just learned through Mr. 
James B. Nance, president of the Tennessee Livestock Association, that beef, 
Swine, and sheep producers have, through their respective councils, reached 
agreement as to certain amendments to the Packers and Stockyards Act; and 

Whereas, The Packers and Stocykards Act prohibits even voluntary deductions 
at livestock market places for the purpose of financing research and promotion 
in the meat industry; and 

Whereas, Senate bill No. 646, which proposes amendment of the Packers and 
Stockyards Act to the effect that such voluntary deductions may be made at 
livestock market places; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Georgia Livestock Association unanimously endorse Senate 
bill No. 646; and be it further 

Resolwed, That copies of this resolution be sent to Senators Russell and 
Talmadge, and to each of Georgia’s Members of the United States House of 
Representatives. 


MISSISSIPPI FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 
BEEF PROMOTION 


We urge the Mississippi Farm Bureau Federation to support the program of 
the National Beef Council as originated by the American National Cattlemen’s 
Association and urge the American Farm Bureau Federation to lend all support 
to this program to permit a deduction with the seller’s consent on each head of 
eattle sold through a sales barn to promote the consumption of beef and to use 
their influence to remove any present legislation restriction in force that pre- 
vents or retards the rapid organization or growth of this program. 


MONTANA StTock GROWERS ASSOCIATION 
(72d annual convention, Billings, Mont., May 22, 1956) 
RESOLUTION NO. 6. PROMOTION CONTRIBUTIONS AT MARKETS 


Resolved, That the Montana Stockgrowers Association endorse and approve 
the present plan now in operation at all Montana livestock markets for the vol 
untary collection of 5 cents per head from proceeds of sale of cattle from all 
consignors to defray the costs of the beef promotion program, and commend 
the livestock markets in Montana for their cooperation in making such plan 
effective. 

RESOLUTION NO. 7. NATIONAL BEEF COUNCIL 


Resolved, That the Montana Stockgrowers Association endorse and support the 
principles, objectives, and organization of the Montana Beef Council and the 
National Beef Council of which the Montana Beef Council is a member. 
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MISSISSIPPI CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 


(Resolutions adopted by the Mississippi Cattlemen’s Association at the 11th 
convention, January 21—23, 1957, Jackson, Miss. ) 


RESOLUTION 1. THE NATIONAL BEEF COUNCIL AND BEEF PROMOTION 


Whereas many segments of the agricultural industry have established beyond 
doubt the usefulness, effectiveness, and necessity of paid advertising and selling 
campaigns on a voluntary and self-supported basis ; and 

Whereas the National Beef Council was organized and created by the American 
National Cattlemen’s Association with the endorsement and support of its af- 
filiated State organizations for the sole purpose of securing the necessary funds 
on a voluntary markoff basis to institute this same program for livestock and cattle 
producers ; and 

Whereas a legislative restriction was encountered in the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act which prevented these collections at posted and terminal markets on 
an automatic and voluntary basis similar to programs now in vogue by other 
segments of the industry, thus preventing the effective completion of this program : 
Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Mississippi Cattlemen’s Association endorses without reser- 
vation this principle of a voluntary markoff for beef promotion and supports the 
National Beef Council created for this purpose in its efforts to secure legislative 
correction of this unintentioned but restrictive provision in the present law and 
to that end urges the Members of the Mississippi delegation in the Congress of 
the United States to lend their full support and to actively aid in every way 
possible in the passage of simple legislation now being presented by the Na- 
tional Beef Council to correct this condition, and further petitions and urges the 
American National Cattlemen’s Association and all other State and affiliated or- 
ganizations to lend every aid possible to this end. 


(Resolution of Delta Council, May 1955) 
NATIONAL BEEF COUNCIL 


The National Beef Council was recently organized for the purpose of en- 
couraging and promoting beef consumption in this country. Returns to cattle 
producers can be increased and the industry stabilized at higher production levels 
through greater per capita consumption of beef. Income from cattle production is 
increasing in importance to Mississippi, and cattlemen of this State and the Nation 
will benefit from a higher consumption ratio; Be it therefore 

Resolved, That the National Beef Council is commended for initiating this 
longe-range educational and promotional program. 

Adopted by Delta Council membership, May 1955. 


(Resolution of Delta Council, May 1956) 
NATIONAL BEEF COUNCII 


Whereas income from cattle production is increasing in importance to 
Mississippi; and 

Whereas the economy of Mississippi and the entire South will be bene- 
fited by an increase in the per capita consumption of beef ; and 

Whereas the National Beef Council has been organized for the purpose of 
advertising beef and encouraging and promoting beef consumption in this country, 
the program to be financed by the voluntary collection of 10 cents per head in 
the market place; and 

Whereas this program has been endorsed by the American National Cattle- 
men’s Association, the Mississippi Cattlemen’s Association, and groups repre- 
senting 17 other States; and 

Whereas Federal regulations prevent collections in posted markets, thereby 
presenting a stumbling block to the success of the program: Be it therefore 

Resolved, That legislation to permit such collection on a voluntary basis be 
recommended and supported. 

Adopted by Delta Council membership, May 1956. 
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Mr. Monrtacve. I think it is obvious, from the number of people 
here and the distances they have traveled, that there is a considerable 
interest in the movement. 

The next thing I want to correct is what possibly may have been 
an error that has ¢ crept into the record here. 

One of the gentlemen who testified referred to a statement that hs ad 
been passed around in the Senate committee vesterday, and which had 
received the blessing of the Department of Agriculture, and he filed, 
not the paper that actually was passed around. 

I have here the instrument that Mr. Butz was referring to, and in 
which he said he approved all of it except the second paragraph. 

[ have drawn lines through that second paragraph, and the Depart- 
ment has approved all the balance of this instrument here and I would 
like to file that for the record so that there will be no mistake. 

Mr. Poacr. Without objection it will be filed, and the second para- 
graph will be included, but with the understanding that the second 
paragraph was not approved. 

Mr. Montacure. That is right. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


AMENDMENT TO §. 646 


Amending 8. 646 by striking all of said bill, beginning with line 6 of page 1 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

“Sec. 318. (a) Nothing in this Act shall be construed as prohibiting a market 
agency handling the sale of livestock on a posted market, upon the request of an 
organization or association, organized, sponsored, and managed by producers of 
the species of livestock so handled and which organization supports research 
into the problems concerning the meat and other products derived from such 
species and which promotes the sale and increased consumption of such meat 
and other products, from making deductions from the proceeds of sales of such 
livestock to finance such research and sales promotion programs to increase the 
volume of sales and returns derived from such meat and other products derived 
from such species of livestock ; 

“Provided: howerer; Phat in the event mere than ene sueh organization oF 
tesHeittieh HeettHest= that seh dedttetinn be aittde by the Hettet neeress then: 
end in that event and if sueh deduetion is made; H shall be made for and on the 
peettest of the orsetinittion of tsseeintion that is located ta nHd Pepresents [the 
prociteers of that speed ef baceatoel Ht the MtHte fret sehied: srttd Hacesteete atten 
shipped te the pteket at vdiel seh dedHetien is rites 

“Provided, That in accounting to the shipper of such livestock, the shipper is 
advised of the amount of such deduction, the purpose thereof, the name and 
address of the organization or association it was made for, and that, upon 
request of the shipper within thirty days after the delivery of the account 
of sale showing such deduction to have been made, said organization or associa 
tion that requested and received such deduction, shall pay to the shipper the 
amount of such deduction, and further provided that if request for such payment 
has not been made by the shipper within thirty days, he shall be conclusively 
presumed to have consented to such deduction ; and 

“Provided further, That such funds so deducted shall be turned over to the or- 
ganization or association that requested the deduction. 


Mr. Mon'racur. There are just one or two very short points I want 
to make. 

Mr. Shuman strenuously objected to the creation of a meat board, 
and any organization to handle this promotional work, and one of 
his major objections was that there would be no accounting. 

I suggest that the fact that the industry organized the meat board 
and has a very, very elaborate accounting system, they certainly would 
be capable of creating an accounting system to handle any other or- 
ganization that might develop. 
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Another point that he made was the fact that in the 2 years 1955 
and 1956 there had been a tremendous—not tremendous—but a large 
increase in the consumption of red meat in the country, and it just 
coincides that those 2 years were the years that the State councils, 
beef councils or meat “councils, were operating, and in Texas, as 
pointed out by Mr. Welder, those are the 2 years in which the retail- 
ers of beef gave the credit for the increase in cons umption of 16.7 
percent the first year and an additional 16 percent the second year, 
practically all of those retailers gave that credit, to the Texas ‘Beef 
Council, which is a very significant thing, in my book. 

Another point the gentleman from Chicago, the stockyards there 
was very much agit: ited about was in the event the shipper asks for a 
return of his money after 30 days had expired. Well, this 30-day 
limitation on there is actually a statute of limitations, and it would be 
a complete defense to any request made after 30 days. 

With that I just want to thank the chairman and the committee for 
their great courtesy, as they have always extended it to me over a good 
many years. I have never received anything but uniform courtesy 
from this committee, and I hope to be able to appear here very many, 
many times in the future. 

Mr. Poace. We hope to have you back here many, many times, be- 
cause you are always helpful, Judge. 

Is there anybody else who has anything to say on this? 

If not, the committee is greatly obliged to ever y one of you for be- 
ing here. We appreciate your interest and the help you have been to 
the committee. 

The committee will take this measure under consideration and will 
act on it at the earliest possible date. 

I did want to announce that in the morning the committee will meet 
at 10 o’clock to hear the bills relating to refunds to feed dealers who 
have delivered feed without getting paid for it by the Government, 
and the Albert bill, and similar bills that relate to the establishment 
of a soil bank for grazing land. 

I understand there are certain bills that exempt certain markets 
from the Packers and Stockyards Act. Those bills will be heard, 
and any of you who want to attend are invited. 

The committee now stands adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 6:20 o’clock p. m., the committee recessed to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Thursday, April 4, 1957). 
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